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The Social Implications in the Gospels and in the 
Book of Acts 


What are social implications? We might ask first: What is 
meant by “social”? Obviously the answer is: Anything that 
involves two or more people as distinguished from a situation that 
concerns one person, or individual, alone. To satisfy one probable 
inquiry at once, we hasten to say that we want to forestall any 
suspicion as to any inclination toward a social gospel by stating 
that the message of the Gospel as we find it in the Holy Scrip- 
tures, although commonly proclaimed before social groups, is 
definitely addressed to the individual, since faith is clearly a matter 
of the individual, as Luther brings out so beautifully in his exposi- 
tion of the Creed. 

But what about “implications”? The dictionary says that an 
implication is a deduction, a fact or truth involved or implied in 
another statement, an inference. An implication, therefore, may 
accompany a primary statement or a fundamental proposition in 
such a way as to suggest an additional or subsidiary truth, which 
will not, indeed, invalidate or even weaken the first truth but will 
present or open up a further line of thought. In keeping with this 
definition and explanation we might state that the term “social 
implications” emphasizes the fact that social situations involve 
certain adjustments in relationships which may differ from similar 
relationships in which individuals are exclusively or primarily 
concerned. In the religious field these social relationships may 
not affect the fundamental or essential position of a Christian 
directly, but they certainly may have an indirect bearing upon his 
relationship to his God and Savior. 

One fact must be kept in mind throughout this discussion. 
Contrary to the opinion voiced by exponents of the social gospel, 
the teaching of Jesus was primarily concerned with matters of doc- 
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trine, of creeds. This is evident not only from His many dis- 
cussions on questions of doctrine in a more or less systematic form, 
as when He speaks at length of Himself as the Son of God, of His 
essential unity with the Father, of the Trinity, of the person and 
work of the Holy Spirit, of the Word as a means of grace, of the 
way of salvation through regeneration by the water and the Word, 
of the universality of redemption, of the Church and its functions, 
but also when He uses the parabolic form of teaching, speaking 
of the relationship of men to the kingdom of God (not as a visible 
entity, but as a power within them, Luke 17:21) and of the effect 
of this inner strength in cementing the inner union of all those 
who have been gained by the Gospel for the truth of salvation. 
And as for the Book of Acts, surely even the most superficial 
examination of the various sermons and addresses recorded by 
Luke must convince the unprejudiced reader that the doctrines 
of sin and grace, of regeneration through the Word and the 
Sacraments, of the person and work of the Savior, of the Holy 
Ghost and His work, of the truth of the Scriptures, of prayer and 
a life of sanctification under the guidance of the Word, are found 
throughout the book and call for unquestioning acceptance. These 
considerations are fundamental for the proper understanding of the 
discussion which is now to follow. 

But what about social implications not only with regard to the 
field of social service but also concerning other situations which 
involve social contacts? Perhaps it will serve to clarify matters 
if we distinguish clearly between the social gospel and social 
service. The distinction is well made in an editorial review 
appearing in the Associated Lutheran Charities Review (Vol. III, 
No. 5, Dec. 1939): “Gospel is a word with only one meaning to 
any Lutheran. It means ‘good news,’ the good news of salvation. 
Used without any qualifying term we always understand it to 
mean the good news of our salvation from sin through faith in 
Jesus Christ. And the man who believes that is a Christian. But 
when the word ‘social’ is used to modify ‘gospel,’ then ‘gospel’ 
means the ‘news,’ no longer ‘good’ to us, that we are saved from 
sin through social adjustments, through the efforts of society, 
through man-made laws and ordinances, and the like. The man 
who believes that is not a Christian, for he rejects Christ the 
Savior. Naturally, no one can believe and teach at one and the 
same time that men are saved through faith in Christ and His 
blood and that they are saved by man’s efforts—his own or 
society’s. . . . It may be perfectly true that there are people 
who have abandoned the old Christian Gospel of salvation and have 
sought an ‘escape’ in social-service work. For that matter, they 
might have sought their escape in astrology, or theosophy, or 
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Spiritualism, or even in the dead ritualism of mere churchianity. 
But that doesn’t prove a thing, certainly not that the social gospel 
and social service are identical, and most certainly not that the 
Christian Gospel and social service are antithetical. ... Social 
service is a term commonly used today to designate service to 
society, or the social order. The words mean just that.... Social- 
service workers do not pretend as social workers to teach the way 
of salvation from sin; they are merely hard-working people who 
are trying to save people from the evil effects of poverty, unem- 
ployment, physical or mental illness, exploitation, and the like. 
So far as the service they are supposed to render is concerned, 
religion is out of the picture. Spiritual service is recognized as 
exceedingly helpful, but it is left to the Church to perform such 
service.... Asa Christian he is motivated by Christian impulses, 
the love of God and the love of fellow-men; as a clergyman he 
is equipped to render, and he does render, spiritual service to men 
above all other things; as a social worker, called by a church- 
supported agency, he is trained to render, and does render, help- 
ful service to homeless children, helpless aged folk, the poor 
and the outcast.” The same distinction is brought out in Yel- 
kington’s recent book “That the World May Believe,” when he 
writes (p. 37): “Love that is deep enough to live or to die for 
the salvation of the souls of men for eternity will never be un- 
mindful of the distress of the present. While social service is to 
be in no sense a’substitute for the eternal Gospel, yet it is always 
a by-product of a genuine compassion and is a mighty aid in 
securing a hearing for the Gospel. When people see the love-light 
of a sincere concern for them in their every-day problems, with 
the rarest exception, they will have ears to hear and hearts and 
wills to respond to the spiritual instruction of the one who thus has 
proved their friend.” 

These expressions certainly should go far toward clarifying 
matters with regard to the distinction that obtains between the 
service rendered in dispensing information concerning the way of 
salvation and in directing the hearts of men in the ways of un- 
selfish service. The Christian message is not an unrelated sound 
suspended in thin air. Scores of passages in Scripture witness to 
the fact that faith must become functional, active in love, not only 
by changing the nature of the individual and his attitude toward 
the Savior but also by causing him to become busy in the interest 
of others. We cannot escape the challenge of the Savior: “Who- 
soever will be great among you, let him be your minister; and 
whosoever will be chief among you, let him be your servant: even 
as the Son of Man came not to be ministered unto but to minister 
and to give His life a ransom for many.” Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:45. 
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This challenge of Jesus as to the necessary and inevitable 
activity of faith in deeds of love is fully supported also by the 
references to His own ministry as found in the accounts of the 
inspired writers. One of the most thought-provoking of these 
passages is that found in Matt. 8:16,17: “When the even was come, 
they brought unto Him many that were possessed with devils; and 
He cast out the spirits with His word and healed all that were 
sick, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the 
prophet, saying, Himself took our infirmities and bare our sick- 
nesses.” The evangelist thus clearly teaches that the miracles of 
healing of the sick were included in the prophecy of Isaiah. In 
other words, the Lord included a form of social service in His 
ministry. Nor does Peter hesitate to include also this part of 
Christ’s activity in his preaching concerning Him when he states: 
“How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and 
with power, who went about doing good and healing all that were 
oppressed of the devil; for God was with Him.” Acts 10:38. 
Possibly the same consideration caused Luke to introduce the Acts 
of the Apostles with the significant remark: “The former treatise 
have I made, O Theophilus, of all that Jesus began both to do and 
teach,” Acts 1:1, so that the xoueiv of Jesus is obviously placed next 
to His teaching as a significant part of His public ministry. 

That our Savior did not dissociate His teaching, by which He 
intended to work faith in Him as the Savior of mankind, from life, 
but definitely linked up His miracles with social situations, appears 
from the gospel account time and again. The very first miracle 
of Jesus, as recorded by John, chap. 2:1-11, concerned a social 
situation, namely, that of a shortage of wine at the marriage feast 
of Cana. And most of His subsequent miracles, signs, and wonders 
were intended to alleviate some sort of human need or suffering; 
that is, they were included in what we now term social service, 
the situations as pictured by the evangelists involving social im- 
plications. We have, among many other incidents, the healing of 
the son of a courtier of Capernaum, John 6:46-54; the miracle 
in Peter’s home, Mark 1:29-34; Matt. 8:14-17; Luke 4:38-41; the 
cleansing of the leper, Mark 1:40-45; Matt. 8:2-4; Luke 5:12-16; 
the restoring of the paralytic, Mark 2:1-12; Matt.9:1-8; Luke 
5:17-26; the healing of the lame man at Bethesda, John 5:1-47; the 
miracle of the man with the withered hand, Mark 3:1-6; Matt. 
12:9-14; Luke 6:6-11; the healing of the centurion’s servant at 
Capernaum, Matt. 8:5-13; Luke 7:1-10; the raising of Jairus’s 
daughter, Mark 5:21-43; Matt. 9:18-26; Luke 8:40-56; the healing 
of two blind men and a dumb demoniac, Matt. 9:27-34; the feeding 
of the five thousand, Mark 4:35-44; Matt. 14:15-21; Luke 9:12-17; 
John 6:4-13; the healing of the daughter of the Syrophenician 
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woman, Mark 7:24-30; Matt.15:21-28; the feeding of the four 
thousand, Matt. 15:30-38; Mark 7:31-8:9; the healing of the 
demoniac boy, Matt. 17:14-20; Mark 9:14-29; Luke 9:27-43; the 
healing of the man born blind, John 9:1-41; the healing of the man 
with the dropsy, Luke 14:1-24; the raising of Lazarus from the 
dead, John 11:1-44; the healing of blind Bartimaeus and his 
companion, Matt. 20:29-34; Mark 10:46-52; Luke 18:35-43. This 
list is long and significant. As foolish as it would be, on the 
strength of these miracles, to attempt a defense of the social 
gospel, so foolish it would be, on the other hand, to deny the im- 
plications of these miracles. It may be said of them all that they 
were performed to manifest forth the glory of the Ambassador from 
on high, to have men acknowledge His almighty power. But in 
performing them, the Savior also helped those who were in 
distress, in need and trouble of body and mind. His loving-kindness 
and tender mercies clearly appeared in His doing good to those 
who were in need of such ministrations. 

Just as obvious, however, are the social implications in the 
history of the early Apostolic Church as related in the Acts of 
the Apostles. When the apostles, as the representatives of the 
risen Lord, performed miracles, it was not in keeping with the 
false notions of the Jews who requested a sign from heaven from 
Jesus, Matt. 12:38, 39, nor even in response to the pleas like that 
of the courtier of Capernaum, to whom the Savior said: “Except 
ye see signs and wonders, ye will not believe,” John 4:48, but with 
the definite purpose of rendering aid to those who were in bodily 
need. Immediately after the Pentecost miracle we are told that 
“many wonders and signs were done by the Apostles,” Acts 2:43. 
Yet they were not in the nature of magicians’ performances but 
had the object, as a rule, of alleviating suffering. This is evident 
from the story of the healing of the lame man at the door of the 
Temple, Acts 3:1-11; the restoring of Aeneas to health, Acts 
9:32-35; the raising of Tabitha, or Dorcas, from the dead, Acts 
9:36-41; the healing by Paul of the cripple at Lystra, Acts 14:8-10; 
the driving out of the spirit of a python, Acts 16:18; the special 
miracles wrought by the hands of Paul, Acts 19:11,12; the bringing 
of Eutychus back to life, Acts 20:10-12; and others. 

Greater importance and impressiveness must be attached to 
other facts presented in the Book of Acts. For example, the first 
corporate action by the congregation of Jerusalem of which we 
have record is that which concerned the proper care of the widows 
who were neglected in the daily ministrations. Acts 6:1-3. In a 
similar way, one of the first recorded activities of the young con- 
gregation at Antioch in Syria is described in the words “Then the 
disciples, every man according to his ability, determined to send 
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relief unto the brethren which dwelt in Judea; which also they 
did, and sent it to the elders by the hands of Barnabas and Saul.” 
Acts 11:27-30. The first corporate action of the congregations 
which had been established by Paul and Barnabas and further 
built up in their Christian relationships on later visits by the 
apostle and his companions had distinct social implications; for it 
had as its object the succoring of the poor brethren in Judea. 
1 Cor. 16:12; 2 Cor. 8:10-13; 9:1-14 (cp. Acts 21:17, 18). 

However, social implications include not only the helping and 
befriending in bodily need, but they concern also other social situa- 
tions in which the principles of regard for others and consideration 
of others find their application. Our Savior did not hesitate to 
present and apply such principles in connection with the law of 
love whenever the occasion seemed to call for teaching of this 
kind. He had occasion to do so when He was invited by Simon the 
Pharisee and the latter did not observe the customary amenities 
of correct social usage. It is true that the lesson which Jesus 
presented at that time concerned that of forgiveness, but His 
starting-point was the situation as it was presented upon His 
entering the home of His host and not being treated in the manner 
which was regarded as obligatory under the circumstances. Luke 
7:44, 45. A similar situation was offered when the Lord was again 
invited to the home of a Pharisee, for, as Luke records: “He put 
forth a parable to those which were bidden when He marked how 
they chose out the chief rooms.” Chap.14:7. It was not a fictitious 
scene that the Lord described but an actual occasion, and the 
lesson that He attached applied directly to the situation, although 
Jesus added the thought which all the guests were to heed, as a 
principle in similar settings everywhere: “For whosoever exalteth 
himself shall be abased, and he that humbleth himself shall be 
exalted,” v.11. To say, in these two instances, that Jesus merely 
used the social situation in which He found Himself as a convenient 
starting-point for a lesson which He had in mind would hardly be 
doing justice to the narrative. The Lord wanted to teach the 
principles of love and consideration for others in connection with 
actual cases, in other words, to give ethical instruction. It is 
evident that the principles of Christ’s teaching with reference to 
human relationships affect practically every conceivable occasion 
or setting. 

This thought could well be expanded on the basis of all 
Christ’s teaching concerning the interrelation between believers 
as well as the relation of believers to others with whom they come 
in contact. He expressly declares that He wants the believers in 
Him to be the salt of the earth, plainly in the sense of counter- 
acting the influence of corruption. Matt.5:13. In the same para- 
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graph He tells the believers that they are the light of the world, 
not, in this instance, because they are to bring the light of salvation 
to others, but because they are to let their light so shine before 
men that they may see the good works of the Christians and glorify 
the Father which is in heaven. Vv.15,16. The same situation is 
presented in Matt.6:1, where the Lord earnestly admonishes: 
“Take heed that ye do not your righteousness before men, to be seen 
of them.” 'Then He gives the rules applying to the giving of alms. 
It is in the same spirit that He gives instructions concerning prayer, 
fasting, the laying up of treasures in heaven, sinful worry, un- 
authorized judging and condemning, the duties of parents, and other 
topics. Throughout these paragraphs we find that the Lord is 
speaking of social situations, of cases to which He applies the 
law of love. 

We reach the same conclusion when we regard certain negative 
discussions of the Lord. The most powerful example of this kind 
is that offered in Matt.23. Jesus denounces the scribes and 
Pharisees for laying heavy burdens on the shoulders of men, for 
calling attention to their alleged good works, for loving the upper- 
most rooms at feasts and honor before men, for shutting up the 
kingdom of heaven against men, for devouring widows’ houses, for 
compassing sea and land to make one proselyte and then making 
him twofold more the child of hell than themselves, for giving 
false values to oaths, for stressing insignificant matters and for- 
getting the weightier matters of the Law, for cleaning the outside 
of the cup and the platter while the inside was full of extortion and 
excess, for being like whited sepulchers, and for building the tombs 
of the prophets while denying the substance of their teaching. 
Every one of these references contains a social implication; it 
applies the principles of the law of love and of consideration for 
others to actual life situations. And every one may be transferred 
and applied to a similar situation and case in the life of the world 
today. On the negative side, therefore, as well as on the positive 
we find that Jesus threw the spot-light of correct ethical conduct 
on actual relationships as they obtain among men. 

It is not difficult to make the application of these facts to the 
life and work of the Church in our days. Firmly as we hold, and 
are bound to hold, to the fact that the essence of the Gospel is the 
message and proclamation of the forgiveness of sins for the sake 
of the one Redeemer of mankind, Jesus Christ, just so definitely 
we should bring out in our teaching that the faith wrought by the 
Gospel-message is not an abstract philosophy, to be reserved for 
detached meditation and prayerful adoration only, but, as Luther 
puts it, a living, active principle, which is constantly asserting 
itself. In the living microcosm of man there is no such thing as 
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saving faith in the abstract, because faith is life and therefore is 
bound to show its life. All the changing social situations of every 
person’s being are inevitably influenced and governed by faith, 
as it emerges from the heart in sanctification, in works of love, 
in the stewardship life, in missionary endeavors, in a Christlike 
conduct toward all men. 

These facts must be remembered if the teaching ministry of 
the Church is not to fail. We must not, we dare not, reach the 
stage when we depend upon occasional, sporadic injections of new 
life from without. The body which receives food, no matter of 
what excellent quality, at only irregular intervals cannot achieve 
a healthy growth or maintain its strength, while the body that is 
regularly nourished by food, though not so excellently prepared, 
will be able to endure the stress and burden of the day and to 
give a creditable account of itself. Even so the church-body that 
does not depend upon occasional injections of spiritual power but 
requires all its pastors to be a true teaching ministry, rightly divid- 
ing the Word of truth and giving to all the servants their proper 
food at regular intervals, may depend upon a growth that will 
produce results. It may take some years or decades, for education 
is a slow process, but the final results will both justify and repay 
the efforts made. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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(Continued) 


Making reason the norm, that is, in reality, the source of 
religious teaching, is a wicked, evil, noisome thing. We have shown 
that rationalism is engaged in a wicked, evil business. It is, at the 
same time, and necessarily so, an evil, noisome, pernicious thing. 
“Ratio inimica fidei.” (Luther, IX, p. 157.) 

When reason rules in theology, there can be no certainty of 
faith; for then there is no certainty of teaching. Reason knows 
nothing of the God of salvation. It can only speculate. It deals 
only in guesswork. The rationalist can therefore never be sure 
of his theology. He does not know what he is going to tell the 
anxious seeker after truth tomorrow. He does not know whether 
that which he is proclaiming today is the absolute truth. What 
has reason accomplished in philosophy, its own proper field? 
Which philosopher has answered the important questions with 
which philosophy deals, once for all? Did the system of Aristotle 
give us finalities? Did Kant and Hegel and Schopenhauer succeed? 
And when reason now comes and offers to solve our religious 
problems, we shall tell her: You cannot set your own house in 
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order — do not meddle in our affairs. But reason keeps on dabbling 
in theology, and we have this situation: as philosophy is con- 
tinually shifting its position, so the philosophizing theologians, the 
rationalists, are like “children, tossed to and fro and carried about 
with every wind of doctrine.” The philosophers like to deal with 
“divers and strange doctrines,” and the rationalists delight in ex- 
changing the familiar and old teachings for what is new and strange. 

And the rationalists are proud of this attitude. They say that 
theology must be progressive. They frown upon those whose 
theology is fixed. Continual change— yes, and the uncertainty 
involved therein—is the ideal situation. The old rationalists 
said so. J.S. Semler, the father of rationalism, declared that Chris- 
tianity even in its original form was imperfect and that there can 
be no absolute, final theology. (See J. P. Koehler, Kirchenge- 
schichte, p. 566.) He declared that the Christian religion was in 
need of purification (purgatio). W.T.Krug wrote Briefe weber 
die Perfektibilitaet der geoffenbarten Religion and J. E. Tieftrunk 
a book Religion der Muendigen, as though now at last Christianity 
had arrived at maturity. (See A. Hahn, Lehrbuch des christlichen 
Glaubens, p.63f.) And Lessing, the philosopher, told the ra- 
tionalists that on this point they were right: “If God held in His 
right hand all truth and in His left hand the ever active impulse 
to search for truth, even with the condition that I must always 


make mistakes, and said to me, ‘Choose,’ I should humbly bow 
before His left hand and say, ‘Father, give me this. Pure truth 
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belongs to Thee alone. 

The modern rationalists take the same position. J.S. Whale 
quotes Lessing’s statement as “a profound remark.” “Freedom — 
though it involves grievous error and pain — is the very condition 
of our human being.” (The Christian Answer, etc., p.49.) And 
since God wants His children to remain in doubt, He has not given 
them a final, a sure, revelation. H.E. Fosdick wants us to make 
use of the Bible but tells us: “Finality in the Koran is behind; 
finality in the Bible is ahead. We have not reached it. God is 
leading us out toward it.” (The New Knowledge and the Chris- 
tian Faith, p.141.) And in a sermon published in the Christian 
Century, Dec. 4, 1935, he declared: “God has never uttered His 
final word on any subject; why, therefore, should prescientific 
frameworks of thought be so sacred that forever through them 
man must seek the Eternal and the Eternal seek man?” R. W. Sock- 
man: “Can we say that the Christ of Nazareth has given us the 
final wisdom? May not the future outgrow Him? ... He was the 
child of His time.” (Recoveries in Religion, p.70.) And so was 
Paul the child of his time. He could not speak with absolute 
authority. Gains Glen Atkins wrote a chapter on “The Quest for 





410 Reason or Revelation? 


Authority” in his book Christianity and the Creative Quests and 
said, p. 126: “The epistles of Paul belong to the literature of quest, 
since he was himself a creative seeker who has left his mark upon 
the world. His letters are the first in the long literature of Chris- 
tian confession, and what we call his theology is no more than his 
own attempt to share with others the great conceptions and the 
dynamic faith by which he was empowered and emancipated. He 
has suffered as much at the hands of the unimaginative who have 
made him a patterned authoritarian as he suffered at the hands of 
magistrates and courts.” And so, since “we do not stop with 
Christ,” who only “gives us the line of advance,” “Christianity has 
been a religion of freedom and change and advance.” (H. F. Rall, 
A Faith for Today, p.50.) Freedom —that was the slogan of the 
old rationalists. At the 1830 tercentenary celebration of the Augs- 
burg Confession J. F.Roehr, Oberhofprediger und Generalsuper- 
intendent, took as his theme “Fromme Betrachtungen ueber die 
christliche Glaubens- und Gewissensfreiheit, welche uns unsere 
ersten evangelischen Glaubensbrueder erwarben.” Point 4 under I 
was: “Nur die unbeschraenkte Herrschaft derselben vermag das 
Heil der christlichen Welt [zu] begruenden.” Celebrating the 
three-hundredth anniversary of the posting of the Ninety-five 
Theses, the night watch sang on his rounds: “Hoert, ihr Herren, 
und lasst euch sagen! Der Geist ist nicht mehr in Fesseln ge- 
schlagen. Gedenket an Luther, den Ehrenmann, der solche Frei- 
heit euch wiedergewann. Bewahret das Licht, der Wahrheit Licht.” 
(Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung, 19. Sept. 1930.) Rall and Fosdick 
have taken up the old chant. They, too, are standing up for 
a religion of freedom and change and advance. 

Their religion changes and advances by drawing new ideas 
from the new science and patterning itself, under the guidance 
of maturing» reason, on the changing conditions of society. The 
ideas of the dark prescientific age, we are told, are dispelled by the 
Enlightenment which was ushered in by science and the progress 
of society. M.H.Krumbine, the erstwhile Lutheran, says: “It has 
been the argument of this essay that our beliefs grow out of 
the way we live. ... Changing societies are constantly creating 
new values as they exercise the fundamental human activities. 


1) Krug, the old-school rationalist, said: “Reason is, like everything 
else in this world, capable of improvement under the laws of evolution. 
. .. Just see to it that you and the rest sufficiently develop your reason, 
and you will very soon see that reason may be a safe guide and judge 
also in divine things.” Krug knew, of course, that that would lay hi 
open to the charge of fostering the pride of reason. No doubt August 
Hahn, the defender of the old Lutheran faith, had raised that charge. 
So he at once adds: “If reason were indeed proud and arrogant, it would 
naturally be corrupted; but reason is neither proud nor corrupted.” (On 
the controversy between Krug and Hahn see Lehre und Wehre, 46, p. 270.) 
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Truth, morals, art forms, and canons of taste we know to be in 
a state of more or less perpetual oscillation. The same is true of 
beliefs and for the same reasons, namely, because societies change. 
... Our beliefs grow out of the way we live and are expressed in 
the thought forms of our time.” (Ways of Believing, p. 127 f.) 
And O.J.Baab begins his book Jesus Christ Our Lord with the 
sentence: “The aim of this book is to declare the divinity of 
Christ in terms that have definite meaning and value for modern 
men living in a time of unprecedented social confusion and per- 
sonal despair.” 

Is, then, what we are preaching today not the absolute truth? 
Of course not. Each generation must find its own truth. William 
Temple, Archbishop of York, says in The Church and Its Teaching: 
“We shall not suppose that it is the task of the Christian theologian 
to go on saying in every generation what was said by all his 
predecessors. The reason why theology always must be changing 
is that it represents a relationship between an unchanging Gospel 
and a changing world. ... As all other ages must, so our age 
must begin with accepting much on authority. But it is less 
prepared than most ages have been to rest there.” C.S. Macfarland, 
who quotes this in Trends of Christian Thinking, p.145, adds: 
“Dr. Temple believes that this all calls for rethinking in Christian 
theology. Faith must submit itself to three tests.” The third test 
applied by Dr. Temple is: “There must be the test of philosophic 
adequacy.” So, naturally, there must be a change after one or two 
or three generations; philosophy changes that often. The Mod- 
ernists do not care to wait even so long. They will tell us “How 
My Mind has Changed in This Decade.” (The Christian Century, 
1939.) And they are not at all disturbed by the observation that 
the time seems to be ripe for substituting for the old Modernism, 
which replaced the old rationalism, a “New Modernism” — which 
is going to be the same as the old, after all. 

There are those who are disturbed by this situation. Every 
Christian would be disturbed if his pastor told him that what is 
going to be proclaimed in the pulpit next Sunday is not absolutely 
reliable. Even Dr.E.Lewis is protesting: “‘Give us a sure 
Word,’ that is the cry we daily hear.... We read our comparative 
religion; tell us, is there nowhere one word which stands above 
all other words, no truth of rocklike quality, which nothing can 
move? ... Tell us, must we always flounder, must we always be 
experimenters, must we always build up only to tear down? .. . 
The preacher always preaches today, but what he preaches today 
must be that which was true yesterday and will be true forever.” 
(The Faith We Declare, p.188f.) The secular magazine Fortune, 
too, castigates the uncertainty, the instability, the hopelessness, of 
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the theology of rationalism. In its January issue it writes: “As 
laymen dedicated to the practice of Christianity we can merely 
record our certainty that in order for humanity to progress, it 
must believe; it must have faith in certain absolute spiritual 
values or at least have faith that absolute spiritual values exist. 
The Church, as teacher and interpreter of those values, is the 
guardian of our faith in them. And as laymen we do not feel 
that that faith is being guarded.” There can be no faith where 
only uncertainties are offered. Faith cannot live on doubt. And 
where rationalism, which relies on unstable, wavering, groping, 
doubting reason, rules, faith dies. Ratio inimica fidei. 

Rationalism has no place in Christian theology and in the 
Christian Church. It does occupy a large space in the churches 
of today. “Make no mistake about it,” says the Lutheran Herald, 
in discussing that editorial in Fortune, “it is Modernism which 
speaks for much of American Protestantism. As for much of 
American Protestantism, we challenge any one to find an absolute 
among the shifting currents of Modernism.” Rationalism is in- 
deed filling the Church with its blatant voice, but it has no right 
to be heard in the Church. If rationalism is right in practicing 
the theology of progress, of doubt, of uncertainty, the Church has 
lost its right of existence. If the Church has no absolute truth, 
no finalities to offer, it should close its door. “What need would 
there be for a Church of God in the world, of what use would 
a Church be, if she wanted to waver and be unsure in her message 
or offer something new every day, now giving something, now 
taking away something?” (Luther, XVII, 1340.) If the Church 
would subscribe to the principle of rationalism, she would be 
signing her own death-warrant. 

Of one thing the rationalists were, and are, sure: the specific 
teachings of Christianity are not true. At the command of reason 
they have cast away most of the Bible. The old rationalists 
retained three truths: God, virtue, immortality. How much have 
their children retained? One of them, Dr. Carl S. Patton, moderator 
of the Congregational National Council, said in an address de- 
livered at the 125th anniversary of the foundation of Andover 
Seminary that “there are only two planks left in the creed of the 
intelligent and modern American Protestant: first, that there is 
some sort of God; secondly, that Jesus, while not God, is man at 
man’s best and therefore probably indeed very much like God.” 
(See Chr. Century, Oct. 4, 1933.22 Some rationalists indeed have 


2) B.I. Bell, who quotes the above, adds: “If that is all the churches 
have to offer to troubled, puzzled people, I cannot for the life of me see 
why any one should bother with churches at all.” Ratio inimica fidei 
et ecclesiae. 
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saved a few more planks, but C.S. Macfarland, himself a liberal, 
tells us that almost everything of importance has gone by the 
board: “Of over three hundred contemporary volumes that have 
been read or have passed under my eyes during the past year, 
there is a conspicuous absence of the subjects of the earlier day, 
at least in terminology.®» They are, the Trinity, the Atonement, 
Christology, the Incarnation, Miracles, Biblical Inspiration, Escha- 
tology.” (Trends of Christian Thinking, p.197.) Naturally, for 
“man’s reason or natural intellect is so ignorant, blind, and per- 
verted that, when even the most ingenious and learned men upon 
earth read or hear the Gospel of the Son of God and the promise 
of eternal salvation, they cannot from their own powers perceive, 
apprehend, understand, or believe and regard it as true, and before 
they become enlightened and are taught by the Holy Ghost, they 
regard all this only as foolishness or fictions.” (Trigl., p. 883.) 
There is, first, the Christian teaching of the necessity of 
revelation, of the inspiration of Scripture, and its absolute 
authority. In place of this the old rationalists set up reason as 
the norm, yes, as the source, of religious teaching. That is the 
true formal principle of their theology. The Bible is “inspired” 
exactly like any other good book which has a good moral influence 
(Semler). Away with “bibliolatry!” (Henke.) We follow the 
light of reason! J.C. F. Loeffler wrote an article entitled: “Die 
Entbehrlichkeit des Glaubens an eine unmittelbare Offenbarung” 
and J.G. Toellner: “Beweis, dass Gott die Menschen bereits durch 
die Offenbarung der Natur zur Seligkeit fuehrt.” (See A. Hahn, 
op. cit., p.20.) H.Kraemer describes the situation thus: “The 
conception of ‘natural religion’ as the ‘normal’ and ‘standard’ re- 
ligion became paramount, and in their humanist theology the light 
of reason became the organ of revelation.” (The Chr. Message, etc., 
p.116.) A.Hahn knew what these men taught. He lived among 
them and valiantly opposed them. In his Lehrbuch, published 
1828, he gives this summary of their teaching, p. XIV: “In the 
opinion of all consistent rationalists, from the 17th century down 
to our days, all religion and religious culture, inclusive of the 
Christian religion, is the result solely of the development of the 
natural powers inherent by birth in the human mind, influenced 
indeed by that general providence which causes the seed to 
germinate and rules all things, but without any extraordinary 
divine action, which never takes place, and — Christ, nobler and 
wiser than all, is in their estimation only a wise but not infallible 
man of antiquity, like Socrates, Plato, Zoroaster, Mohammed, and 


3) Remember what Henke of old said about freeing the Christian 
doctrine of “onomatology.” 
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others, and Christianity is indeed the best religion so far estab- 
lished, but only a transient religion, which is gradually returning 
into the original elements of all natural religions; accordingly 
most of the extraordinary facts of sacred history have been 
relegated by the rationalists into the domain of mythology and 
symbolism, and the characteristic teachings of our religion, pro- 
ducts of a former age of superstition, have been banned from their 
system of religion.” 4) The rationalists of today are fighting for 
the same principle: “Religion without Revelation.” The humanists 
cannot take any other position. Since there is no God, they must 
hold with John Dewey that man is the true source of all religious 
ideas. (See Conc. THEOL. Mruty., X, p.81.) But the moderate 
rationalists, the deists, are today saying the same thing. And when 
conservative theologians presume to delete from the divine Revela- 
tion those portions of Scripture as uninspired to which their reason, 
their scientific mind, and their moral sense object, they, too, set 
reason above Revelation. The liberal A. C. McGiffert (Union 
Seminary) declares: “We have learned not to think of the Bible 
as the final and infallible authority and have come to see that 
there is no such authority and that we need none.... The Bible 
is merely the outgrowth of men’s thinking, just as all other re- 
ligious books.” (Am. Journal of Theol., 1917, p. 355.) The Liberals 
get this from the old rationalists by way of Schleiermacher, who 
said: “Every sacred scripture is but a mausoleum of religion. ... 
He does not have religion who believes in a sacred scripture, but 
rather he who does not need one and could make one if he so 
desired.” (See H.Sasse, Here We Stand, p.46.) John Oman: 
“Christ encourages His disciples to rise above the rule of authorities 
and to investigate till each is his own authority. . .. Christ 


4) A historical note: When Walther studied theology at the Univer- 
sity of Leipzig, all the professors, with two exceptions, were rationalists. 
Two, F. W. Lindner and August Hahn, taught Biblical Christianity. — 
Perhaps the printer will find space for another remark, which has no 
bearing on our subject. On the fly-leaf of my copy of Hahn’s Lehrbuch 
this is written: “Dieses Buch habe ich als Weihnachtsgeschenk erhalten 
von Herrn Doktor Volkmann in Leipzig. 1830. F. Walther.” Walther 
gives the same description of rationalism as Hahn: It claims to be “Chris- 
tianity purified.” “In the lecture halls of universities rationalism was 
held up as a new and great light to young theologians, who afterwards 
preached it to the common people as true Christianity — Christianity 

purified. Thus rationalism gradually became the dominant type of re- 
figion. ” “Praise and thanks be to God that these awful times are past, — 
let us hope forever!” (Law and Gospel, pp. 259,332.) — Another remark 
—and that touches our subject directly. Dr. J. W. Volkmann, mentioned 
above, said in his writing Der Rationalist kein evangelischer Christ: 
“The rationalists make reason the absolutely supreme source of knowl- 
edge; God’s dealings can never be incomprehensible to it. An immediate 
revelation is therefore, say the rationalists, a self-contradictory concep- 
tion.” (See K. Hennig, Die — Erweckungsbewegung im An- 
fange des 19. Jahrhunderts, p.6 
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appeals to the testimony of Scripture but never offers a word of 
it as a final reason for belief. His final appeal is always to the 
heart taught by God.... The truth He taught was not a deliver- 
ance from on high, which He or some one else had at one time 
received, to be now accepted on the ground that it was once 
enunciated. But it is to be received because, however it may 
have been first delivered, it remains eternally true, proving itself 
to be the true revelation of God, because it has its evidence in 
the hearts made in His image.” (Vision and Authority, p. 188 f.) 
H. L. Willett: “The authority which we recognize as truly present 
in the Biblical record does not inhere in the Book as such. But 
rather it is found in the appeal which the Scripture as a whole 
makes to the moral sense within humanity. It exercises that power 
by the sheer force of its appeal to all that is best within men.” 
(The Bible through the Centuries, p. 292.) The Christian Century, 
March 30, 1938: “The writers of the Bible were men like our- 
selves — like E. Stanley Jones and Kagawa, if you wish. I cannot 
imagine what added authority the Bible would have if it were 
conceived as having been dictated by God to a stenographer. 
Its values would be no more precious. Its meaning would be no 
more clear. Its truth would be no more authoritative. Indeed, 
I fear it would detract from its authority, if God so dictated it, 
for I would be at a loss to account for the obvious errors in it.” 
One more sample. Eleven modernist clergymen, among them 
Bishop Francis J. McConnell, Dr. Edmund B. Chaffee, and Dr. H. E. 
Fosdick and two Rabbis, discussing the statement that birth control 
is contrary to the commandment of the Deity, declared: “This is 
true if by the Deity we mean the God that is found in ancient myth 
and legend. This is not true, however, if by the Deity we mean 
that God who is revealed in the endless sweep of evolution and 
whose majestic message is being slowly translated by science into 
the accents of the human tongue. ... We choose to base our 
faith upon the evidence, the knowledge, and the experience avail- 
able in our own time.” (See Conc. THEoL. Mrutry., VII, 308.) 

So much for the rationalists of the liberal school. When con- 
servative theologians, Lutherans and others, warn us against 
taking every statement of the Bible as true, warn us against com- 
mitting Bibliolatry, declare with Hans Rust (Koenigsberg): “We 
would like to have God’s infallible Word placed in our hands 
directly, by means of Holy Scripture, in order to have all questions 
decided at once. But God willed otherwise. ... God has kept 
His Church from making the Bible a revelation-idol, sich aus der 
Bibel einen Offenbarungsgoetzen zu machen” (Vom Aergernis 
des Menschenworts in der H. Schrift, pp. 25,30), they have joined 
the rationalists in rejecting the Protestant, Christian, Scriptural 
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principle: Sola Scriptura—the Bible is the sole authority in 
religion. 

Rationalism next disapproves of the Scripture doctrine of sin. 
Religion in Geschichte u. Gegenwart, s. v. Suende, presents the 
teaching of the old rationalists thus: “ ‘Die Vernunft weiss nichts 
vom Fall Adams.’ Man betrachtete Gen.3 als moralisches Lehr- 
gedicht. Die Vererbungslehre galt als religioes und moralisch 
anstoessig. ‘Alle Kreatur Gottes ist gut’; das edelste Geschlecht 
der sichtbaren Geschoepfe davon auszunehmen, hiesse die All- 
macht heruntersetzen.” Their leading dogmatician, J. A. L. Weg- 
scheider, denounced the doctrine of original sin, of the total 
depravity of man, as “a dark delusion,” “that lie which so effec- 
tually chokes all striving after morality.” It had become the fashion 
to exalt the goodness and worth and the moral capabilities of man. 
Dr. J. W. Volkmann, reviewing a sermon of Roehr (the man who 
called Pelagius “the venerable defender of reason against un- 
reason”), wrote: “Das Hauptuebel des Rationalismus steckt in 
der pelagianischen Zufriedenheit mit der Beschaffenheit des Her- 
zens.” (See K. Hennig, op. cit., p.63.) No original sin! And it 
was no longer considered good taste to speak of actual sins as 
something abominable and damnable. When a candidate for the 
ministry was about to recite the old formula of confession at his 
ordination, the officiating minister, Troschel, stopped him and said: 
“fT am sorry for you, my friend, if you feel that this prayer ex- 
presses the true feeling of your conscience. We need to recognize 
our deficiencies, mistakes, blunders, carelessness, imperfections, 
disapprove of them, and humble ourselves before God; we should 
apply this knowledge to our self-improvement,” but had he, the 
candidate, not always used his best endeavor to lead a blameless 
life? (When the candidate pointed to Rom. 3:23, “Wir sind all- 
zumal Suender,” he was told that the correct translation reads: 
“All have sinned,” that is, as Gentiles we were sinners; Christians, 
however, usually are decent and virtuous people. See F. Uhlhorn, 
Geschichte der deutsch-lutherischen Kirche, II, p. 87.) In those 
days men had lost the consciousness of “the exceeding sinfulness 
of sin.” Pelagius had come into his own. “Im 18. Jahrhundert 
feierte Pelagius einen mehr als vollstaendigen Sieg.” (A. Hahn, 
op. cit., p. 398.) 

And our days have witnessed another Restoration of Pelagius. 
Thousand voices are repudiating the story of the Fall as being 


5) Dr. M. J. Stolee, writing in the Lutheran Herald, puts it this way: 
“The more conservative Modernists feel perfectly competent to pick and 
choose from the Bible just what people need to believe and what they 
do not need to believe. They say many beautiful things about the Bible 
and quote it as authority when it happens to agree with their own 
opinion.” 
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merely “a tale” (R. J. Barker, It Began in Galilee, p. 67), “a story, 
a myth, if one prefers the term” (H. L. Willett, Chr. Century), “the 
explanatory myth of Eve and the apple” (S. McDowall, Is Sin 
Our Fault? p. 234). We need not multiply instances. Thousand 
voices are fulminating against the doctrine of the total depravity 
of man as denying the greatness, the goodness, the freedom, of 
natural man. McDowall: “The doctrine of original sin has by the 
long custom of time become so amalgamated with the central 
truths of the Christian religion that it is not easy for us to see that 
it does not belong to them.” (Author’s italics.) “Paulinism is 
largely responsible for this. St.Paul adopted one of the three 
doctrines of original sin current in Jewish circles, that of sin 
inherited from <adam.” (Op. cit., p. 245.) H.L. Willett: “It was 
the belief of Faul.... The assumption of original human per- 
fection and gradual decline is open to serious objection in the light 
of anthropology and evolution.” (In the Chr. Cent., Nov. 4, 1936.) 
We need not multiply examples. Thousands of professors and 
preachers are assuring us that sins are not sins but only weak- 
nesses, relics of animal imperfections, the result of physical or 
mental maladjustment, with no culpability attached, because man 
is impelled by necessity to do what he does. And it is not only 
Prof. H. E. Barnes who is telling us that sin is merely a medical 
and sociological problem, that “sin has been relegated by science 
into the limbo of ancient superstitions.” Men not as radical as 
he are warning us not to make so much of sin. K. Reiland thinks 
that, “if more of us could manage to think less of sin, we would 
have greater success in getting rid of it.” (The World’s Miracle, 
p.142.) H.F.Rall is compelled to pose the question: “Why is 
there a lessened sense of sin?” Two pages farther on, however, 
he sneers: “The fact is, Christianity does not ask men to ‘whine 
about their condition’ or ‘lie awake and weep for their sins.’” 
(A Faith for Today, pp. 156,158.) Pelagius again has his way, 
so much so that in many churches sin is not mentioned at all. 
S. T. Grey visited the churches where he “spent the Sabbath on an 
unusually long vacation trip,” and he found this: “Men are trying 
to get away from preaching the doctrine of sin. I heard it once 
only this trip.” (The Presbyterian, Sept.11, 1930.) Dr. Shelton 
reported that in 41 sermons preached in New York he found the 
word “sin” but once. The Laymen’s Foreign Mission Inquiry 
mentions “sin” one time. Verily, rationalism is still in flower, and 
in some respects it has developed beyond the ideas of the old 
rationalists. “As a matter of fact some have gone ’way beyond 
Semi-Pelagianism and outstripped even Pelagius himself in their 
volatilization of the concept of sin.” (L. Berkhof, Vicarious Atone- 
ment, p. 36.) 


27 
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What is the trouble? The doctrine of original sin, they say, is 
against reason. Surely not against any law of logic or psychology. 
What is the trouble? First, the human mind and heart and con- 
science cannot see the vileness and enormity of sin. And sec- 
ondly,— this is the real reason,—man does not want to see it. 
The pride of fallen human nature rebels against the judgment of 
Scripture.— Fools of reason! There stands Satan’s paramour 
(Luther’s apt phrase, XX:232), painting her face and donning 
fine silks and persuading herself that she is keeping her ugliness 
and hideousness hidden from God and conscience. 

And now, queerly enough, she does not like to have the name 
of her seducer, of Satan, mentioned. The rationalists insist — 
and this is an important locus in their dogmatics—that what 
Scripture teaches concerning a personal devil and his baleful 
power over man is utterly unacceptable. The old rationalists 
always named this as one of their grievances against Scripture. 
This is the list according to Religion in Geschichte und Gegen- 
wart: “the doctrine of original sin, the eternity of hell and the 
damnation of the heathen, the belief in demons and the devil, 
Inspiration, and the Atonement.” ‘Their catechism stated: “Der 
Teufel ist kein persoenlicher boeser Geist. Huete dich vor allem 
Teufelsaberglauben!” Jesus indeed spoke of the devil, but, said 
Semler, you must here apply my accommodation principle. And 
Semler was right, say the present-day rationalists. J. S. Whale: 
“Christ used the categories of His age, speaking as does the rest 
of the New Testament about the Evil One, Satan, the Enemy.... 
What has been called the fall of man, original sin, and the devil, 
these are, at best, great mythological theories.” (The Christian 
Answer, etc., pp. 35,83). G.Aulén, on the Scripture statements 
concerning the devil’s fighting against God: “Die ‘mythologische’ 
Praegung dieser Gedankengaenge ist offensichtlich. Aber sie wegen 
des mythologischen Gewandes als unwesentlich und minderwertig 
zu betrachten, verraet wenig Tiefblick.” (Das christliche Gottes- 
bild, p.30.) S.Cave: “Where Paul speaks of ‘demons,’ we speak 
of ‘neuroses,’ ‘complexes,’ and ‘repressions.’” (What Shall We Say 
of Christ? P.55.) W.Hermann, who says that “Jesus shared in 
the idea of a devil as He did in general in the whole world-view 
then current in Israel,” assails this idea with an argument which 
fully measures up to the shallowness of the old rationalistic 
ratiocination: “The notion that a creature such as the devil can 
bar the ways of the seeker after God must ultimately be rendered 
impossible by the religious knowledge of God’s omnipotence.” 
(Syst. Theol., p. 100.) 

Why is the plain teaching of Scripture concerning the per- 
sonality and the power of the devil so obnoxious to these 
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rationalists? It goes against their fundamental obsession: the 
dignity, the worth, the power, of man. They abhor the idea— 
the truth, the terrible truth—that “Satan now worketh in the 
children of disobedience.” 'They do not want to be told that they 
are miserable slaves. Their vaunted free will is at stake. And if 
they admitted that they are helpless against Satan, they would 
have to admit that nothing short of divine help can save them. 
And man’s dignity cannot stand for that.—JIn the interest of this 
vaunted dignity and power they deny, next, even the deity of 
Christ and the Atonement. 

“Whom do men say that I, the Son of Man, am?” Why, a son 
of man, answer the rationalists, and nothing more; a great man, 
greater than Socrates and Mohammed, but nothing more. The 
preacher who pronounced the eulogy over the remains of W. A. 
Teller (Oberkonsistorialrat in Berlin) was not ashamed to declare 
on that occasion: “If only a few more men like Jesus, Luther, 
and Teller would arise, all would soon be well with the world.” 
This preacher is the man who reprimanded people for confessing 
their shortcoraings as sins. And Teller was the man who told the 
deistic Jews that by indorsing the Christian morality they would 
become members of the Christian Church. (Uhlhorn, op. cit., 
p. 87.) The catechism used in the church in which F. Brunn was 
ordained (1842) stated: “Jesus Christus war ein Mensch wie wir, 
der in der innigsten Verbindung mit Gott stand.”® The slogan was: 
Away with “Christianity”! So said Henke. Away with “Chris- 
tolatry”! says Fosdick and preaches and publishes a sermon on 
the “Peril of Worshiping Jesus.” (See C.G. Trumbull, Prophecy’s 
Light, p.95. See also Modern Use of the Bible.)™ It would be 
idolatry, for Jesus was a mere man. O.L.Joseph: “The Gentile 
Christians were nurtured in pagan polytheism, but with a new 
emphasis they exalted Jesus to the highest position of deity.” 
(Ringing Realities, p.51.) C.S.Patton: “Jesus, while not God, 
is man at man’s best and therefore probably indeed very much 
like God.” (The Chr. Cent., Oct.4, 1933.) Bishop F. McConnell, 
one-time president of the Federal Council: “Is not the tendency 
to deify Jesus more heathen than Christian? Are we not more 


6) Brunn states that in this congregation the attendance at the ser- 
vices had dwindled to just about nothing. According to Uhlhorn that 
was the situation throughout the land. (Op. cit., p.98.) And B.I. Bell 
asks, What else can you expect? — Oh, yes, some rationalists draw large 
crowds. But that is due to some carnal attraction. 

7) Some even go so far as to say with Pearl Buck: “And what if 
Christ never lived? What of that!” (Ibid.) Before her D.C. Macintosh, 
professor of theology in Yale, had said in his book The Reasonableness of 
Christianity: “Christianity would still be valid if it should turn out that 
Christ was not truly historical at all.” (See Theol. Mthly., VI, p. 250.) 
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truly Christian when we cut loose from a heathen propensity to 
take Jesus simply for the character He was and for the ideal 
He is?” Leaders in the Christian Church are saying this. Satan’s 
paramour knows no shame. 

Since Jesus was, according to the rationalists, a mere man, 
there can be no Trinity. And in itself the concept of the Unity 
of the Divine Essence and the Trinity of Persons is foolishness to 
reason. It should never have found a place in Holy Scripture. 
“It is an antichristian dogma,” said Roehr. It has no place in the 
Church.®) On this point the deistic Jews and the Christians believe 
alike. And with the old rationalists the Modernists are taking 
common ground with the Jews and the Mohammedans. Wm. Adams 
Brown is proud to relate that after a Mohammedan had told 
a Roman Catholic that he could not accept the doctrine of the 
Trinity because “we Mohammedans believe that, if God intended 
to reveal Himself to man, He would do it in simple ways, such as 
a child could understand,” he (Brown) later suggested “that the 
truth for which the doctrine of the Trinity stands was not a 
recondite mystery concerning the nature of God in Himself but the 
summary of certain facts of which we have first-hand evidence 
in experience,” etc. And “the Supreme Being has given us in the 
person of Jesus, whom Mohammedans as well as Christians revere, 
our clearest revelation of what He is like,” etc. And we found 
that “there was a common ground of religious experience cn which 
we both could meet.” (Beliefs that Matter, p.171.) Yes, the 
Mohammedan and the Jew and the rationalist have a common 
ground: whatever reason cannot comprehend cannot be true. 
Wegscheider and his fellow-unbelievers declared that whoever 
accepts the doctrine of the Trinity has abjured the laws of human 
thinking. The truth of the matter is, of course, that these people 
refuse to listen to the voice of reason. Their reason tells them 
that finite reason cannot measure the Infinite. Still they keep on 
reciting the rules of common arithmetic, and because three times 
one makes three, the doctrine of the Trinity is a fable and fiction. 
In his Discourse on Unitarian Christianity W.E. Channing sets 
forth at great length that, when it is taught that Jesus is a dif- 


8) And so it would be wrong to baptize in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. An agenda published in 1808 in 
Zerbst offered fifteen formularies for the baptism of infants, fourteen of 
which substituted for the Trinitarian formula various rationalistic caco- 
nyms; the fifteenth, to be used in baptizing an illegitimate child, did use 
the words “Ich taufe dich auf den Namen des Vaters, des Sohnes und 
des Heiligen Geistes,” but with this provision: “Er muss den Anwesenden 
diese Formel dahin verstaendigen, dass er durch diese Worte auf den 
Glauben taufe, Gott, der Allvater, habe Jesum gesandt, um durch seine 
Lehre die Welt mit heiligem Geiste, mit Weisheit und Tugend, zu er- 
fuellen.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 41, p. 50.) 





~~ 


> 


5S Ww & eet 


Reason or Revelation? 421 


ferent person from the Father but Himself God, and the same as 
to the Holy Ghost, three Gods are conceived, and “when common 
Christians hear these persons spoken of as conversing with each 
other, how can they help regarding them as different beings?” 
“We do, then, with all earnestness protest against the irrational 
and unscriptural doctrine of the Trinity.” (Works of W.E.C., 
p.371.)® The Christian Century of Sept. 13, 1939, utters the same 
sort of sophomoric wisdom when, in discussing the announcement 
that “tomorrow [Trinity Sunday] a doctrine will be commemo- 
rated which no one understands and yet which is fundamental in 
Christian thinking,” it remarks: “Why should a preacher try to 
preach about a subject which, he admits, is beyond his com- 
prehension? A good many congregations — and some who are less 
frequently found in congregations than once was their wont — 
will ask that question.” Do these men really believe that there is 
profound wisdom in the theory that what does not agree with 
the laws of mathematics cannot be true? Luther is not im- 
pressed with their wisdom. He tells them: “When we begin to 
be so proud and overweening as to judge according to our reason 
that God in His deity must consist of a single person, we who have 
never seen anything of these things and never can see it but have 
the testimony of Scripture that there are three persons in the 
Godhead, then we are rude fellows, thinking more of our blind 
and poor reason than of the statements of Scripture. For Scripture 
is God’s own witness concerning Himself, and our reason cannot 
know the divine nature; yet it wants to judge concerning that 
about which it knows nothing.” (X:1018.) — Fools of reason! Fools 
in that they do not know the limitations of reason. More fools in 
that, led by blind, proud reason, they cast aside the salvation 
provided by the blessed Trinity. 

Rationalism will hear nothing of the redemption gained by 
Jesus. It rejects the vicarious atonement as a fable and fiction. 
“The doctrine of redemption and atonement through the death of 
Christ,” said Roehr, “has been fabricated by ignorant Church 
Fathers,” and this “Jewish theology [the Biblical teaching con- 
cerning the sacrificial and atoning death of Jesus] has no place 
in any handbook of religion written for Christians of our day.” 
(See Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 1939, p.137.) In 1939 J.W. Hudson 
wrote a book, The Old Faiths Perish, in which he states on page 49: 
“The death of one man could not have the anomalous effect of 
saving other human beings from the consequences of their deeds.” 1 


9) On page 369 the true thought is expressed: “We indeed grant that 
the use of reason in religion is accompanied with danger.” 

10) Other statements in this rationalistic handbook: “Jesus cannot 
have really died and then come to life again. That would be a ridiculous 
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Professor Hudson is merely a philosopher, but the theologians say 
the same. Dr.H.E. Fosdick is compelled, “for the sake of intel- 
lectual and spiritual integrity,” to reject this “special theory of 
the atonement —that the blood of our Lord, shed in a substitu- 
tionary death, placates an alienated Deity and makes possible 
welcome for the returning sinner.” (The New Knowledge, p. 46.) 
Lyman Abbott: “The notion that Jesus suffers the penalty of our 
sin, the innocent punished for the wrong-doing of the guilty, 
I repudiate absolutely and with indignation as irrational, unscrip- 
tural, and unspiritual, . . . this isolated, artificial arrangement by 
which God agrees to a bargain fundamentally immoral.” H. F. Rall 
dismisses the doctrine with the gratuitous assertion: “It is not 
a courtroom affair, a plan by which a debt can be paid or a penalty 
remitted” (op. cit., p.188), and S.A.McDowall, fully measuring 
up to the vulgarity and conceit of the old rationalists, speaks thus: 
“Rightly or wrongly, we resent the idea of any one suffering in- 
stead of us. ... We always feel that it is rather beneath our 
dignity to expect some one else to get us out of a mess.... Ideas 
which simply mirror the limited outlook of a period and a nation 
must go — the unethical conception of a transactional sub- 
stitute,” etc. ... “The idea of fair play lies very deep in the 
Englishman’s mind, and if God is omnipotent, as he is told, he 
does not see why God should allow this kind of thing; nor does 
he see that it is fair for Christ to suffer innocently in order that 
he himself may be left off when he does what he knows is wrong.” 
(Is Sin Our Fault? Pp. 266 ff., 316.) Yes indeed, the doctrine of 
the vicarious atonement goes against our natural feelings. “For- 
giveness of sins by virtue of an alien merit, alien righteousness, 
reason cannot comprehend.” (Luther, VI:733.) And so men are 
disgusted with this most precious doctrine. Intoxicated with the 
sweet, delicious wine Satan has handed them (Luther’s phrase, 
Weimar Ed., 47, p. 841), with the idea of the supremacy of reason 
and the moral worth of the natural man, they are trampling the 
blood of redemption under foot. 

Rationalism does away with all the articles of the Christian 
faith and so, of course, with the articulus fundamentalissimus, 
justification by faith alone. Where the formal principle of Chris- 
tian theology, sola Scriptura, has been replaced by sola ratio, the 
material principle will be: salvation by works. “Human reason 


contradiction of the very meaning of physical death. When a man is 
genuinely dead, he stays dead. ... Jesus cannot have ascended into 
heaven, since, without pulleys, or an airplane or some such mechanical 
device, it would contradict the law of gravitation.” Professor Hudson is 
not a sophomore but “a professor of philosophy in a State university sup- 
ported largely by Christian taxpayers,” according to the Presbyterian, 
February 8, 1940. 
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naturally admires these, and because it only sees works, it dreams 
accordingly that these works merit remission of sins and justify. 
This opinion of the Law inheres by nature in men’s minds.” 
(Apology. Trigl., p.197.) Where reason inspires, Pelagius is the 
prophet (“Pelagius, the venerable defender of reason against un- 
reason”), Augustine and Paul, the detractors of noble man, must 
keep silence, and the disciples of Pelagius extol the integrity of 
human nature and the powers of free will. All that man needs is 
to realize his goodness. “What a man needs is not regeneration 
in the old sense or a change of heart, but simply an awakening 
to what he really is.” (A.C. McGiffert, in The Rise of Modern 
Religious Ideas, p.206.) And what is he really? McGiffert: 
“Christ is essentially no more divine than we are.” (See C.G. 
Trumbull, Prophecy’s Light, p.89.) Dr.J.H.Boyd: “Men are 
what they are because of a fatal disbelief in their own divinity.” 
(Ibid.) Jesus is the Savior because “He releases these spiritual 
forces among men.... It is our higher self waiting to be achieved.” 
(H. F. Rall, op. cit., pp. 159, 189.) “How, then, does Christ save? 
The answer is: Not by magic or formula but by a steadfast and 
complete allegiance to the spirit and character of the Son of God. 
To live in and with Him means salvation and immortality.” 
(0. J. Baab, op. cit., p.199.) Men are saved by cultivating their 
moral character — that is the sum of Christianity. Said Semler: 
“Der Kern der Religion ist das, was zur moralischen Ausbesserung 
dient.” Said the manual of H. Stephani: “Common religious in- 
struction deals only with what a man must know in order to lead 
a virtuous life.” Says Fosdick today: “The second liberal aim is 
to put first things first in religion — the creation of personal char- 
acter and social righteousness. Christlikeness is the central 
criterion of Christianity.” (In the Ladies’ Home Journal, Jan., 1925; 
April, 1926: “The New Religious Reformation.”) Says O. L. John- 
son: “Paul’s purpose was not to formulate a system of religious 
thought but to furnish incentives to men and women to live worthy 
of Christ.” Christ’s work “is to focus attention on the culture of 
character and the performance of duty. . .. Christ knew His 
hearers were capable of unlimited response, and He incited them 
to the limit of their abilities.” (Op. cit., pp. 47,174.) Then, how 
is a man justified? Wegscheider: “God is not a bloodthirsty 
Moloch. All that the sinner needs is moral betterment. By striv- 
ing after the good a man obtains God’s favor, that is, he is justified.” 
(Uhlhorn, op. cit., p. 162.) What does Rom. 3:25 mean, Dr. Willett? 
“It is not the imputing to a man a righteousness which he does 
not possess, but an imparting to him of a righteousness which he 
attains through trust in the Lord and fellowship with Him.” (The 
Chr. Cent., Dec. 2, 1936.) Then, Dr. Cave, what is the Gospel? 
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“As God’s children we may and must learn from God’s love the 
way of love—a way of love which is not so much obedience to 
a command as the spontaneous outcome of the knowledge of His 
love for us. Severe as were the requirements which God made of 
His children, Jesus could thus speak of His message as good news. 
. . . It was good news that our Lord proclaimed — good news of 
God. That good news means that we are called to love God with 
all our heart and soul and mind and, as part of this love to God, 
we have to love our neighbor.” (What Shall We Say of Christ? 
Pp. 157, 196.) —'These men think much of Pelagius and of the 
Pelagians, Semler and Wegscheider, etc. “Rational theology in the 
late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is another diastole, 
a dilation of the great heart of Christian faith to take in all worthy 
striving.” (E.E. Aubrey, Living the Christian Faith, p. 58.) 

Pelagius was right— better say: The Jews and the heathen 
are right and Luther and Paul were wrong. The Pelagian H. E. G. 
Paulus said with his dying breath: “Ich stehe rechtschaffen vor 
Gott durch das Wollen des Rechts.” That is the doctrine of 
justification according to the heathen Cornelius Fronto of Rome 
(7 170). When he approached death, he wrote: “When death 
comes, I will freely open my conscience and testify that I have 
never in my life done anything to be ashamed of. I need not 
reproach myself on the score of any blemish or crime. No leaning 
towards avarice, no faithlessness, could be found in me,” etc., etc. 
(G. Uhlhorn, Der Kampf des Christentums, etc., p. 241.) So said 
Julian the Apostate: “I die without remorse as I have lived without 
guilt.” So said Rabbi G. Levi at one of these Jewish Christian 
Institutes here in St.Louis in February, 1936: “The Christian 
quotes the text ‘God so loved the world that He gave His only- 
begotten Son,’ while the Jew says: ‘God so loved the world that 
He gave His commandments, giving men something to do.’” And 
the Federal Council Lenten Meditation says: “What shall I do to 
gain eternal life? Discharge aright the simple dues with which 
each day is rife, yea, with thy might.” 

Satan speaks thus: “Yea, hath God said?” And Satan’s 
paramour says after him: These be fables and fictions. 

Not a single revealed truth finds favor with reason. Follow her 
lead, and you will reject all Christian teachings. Luther has 
warned us: “It appears, then, that one of the principal causes 
why the words of Moses and Paul are not received is their 
absurdity. ... It is human reason that is offended, which, being 
blind, deaf, impious, and sacrilegious in all the words and works 
of God, is, in the case of this passage, introduced as a judge of 
the words and works of God. According to the same argument of 
absurdity you will deny all the articles of faith because it is of 
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all things the most absurd and, as Paul saith, foolishness to the 
Gentiles and a stumbling-block to the Jews that God should be 
man, the son of a virgin, crucified and sitting at the right hand 
of His Father; it is, I say, absurd to believe such things... . 
These things, reason will say, are not becoming a God good and 
merciful. ... But she will comprehend that, when this shall be 
said of God: He hardens no one, He damns no one, but He has 
mercy upon all, He saves all; and He has so utterly destroyed 
hell that no future punishment need be dreaded.1! It is thus 
that reason blusters and contends in attempting to clear God and 
to defend Him as just and good.” (XVIII:1831f.) Rationalism 
throws all articles of the Christian faith overboard. 

And that is the banefulness of rationalism. Ratio inimica 
fidei! Removing the Scripture teachings, it takes away that which 
produces faith and on which faith lives. For them that turn away 
from “the Law and the Testimony,” “for them there is no morning,” 
Is. 8:20. Where reason has her way, faith dies. “The devil will 
turn on the light of reason and turn you away from the faith.” 
(Luther, XII:1174.) Luther adds: “Darum bittet Gott mit Ernst, 
dass er euch das Wort lasse, denn es wird greulich zugehen.” Let 
men beware; let us beware! Reason, our reason, would have us 
soar with her, with Satan, beyond the heavens, exalting herself 
above God. That adventure ends with a Luciferian fall.1® 

Reason or Revelation? “Let us not dabble too much in 
philosophy. ... What matters it if philosophy cannot fathom this? 
The Holy Spirit is greater than Aristotle.” (Luther, XIX: 28 f.) 
Let us remember this when we examine, in the following articles, 
the subtle forms of rationalism. What Luther says of the scholastic 
rationalism applies to all forms of it, subtle and coarse: “The 
universities also need a good, thorough reformation. ... In them 
the Holy Scriptures and the Christian faith are little taught and 
the blind, heathen master Aristotle rules alone. ... It grieves 
me to the heart that this damned, conceited, artful heathen has 
with his false words deluded, and made fools of, so many of the 
best Christians. God has sent him as a plague upon us for our 
sins.” (X:335 f£.) 

So much for rationalismus vulgaris seu communis. 

(To be continued) Tu. ENGELDER 

11) On account of the lack of space we have not discussed the denial 
of eternal damnation. It occupies a prominent place in rationalistic dog- 
matics. The rationalists, old and new, make so much of it that everybody 


is familiar with it. Why, even Lutherans of the most conservative type 
insist on a second probation, on a second chance in Hades. 

12) H. Diem: “Die Unternehmung der himmelstuermenden Vernunft 
endet mit luziferischem Sturz.” (Luther’s Lehre von den zwei Reichen, 
p. 164.) 
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Yona 


1 

Mit dem Propheten Yona fommen wir nun einen Sehritt tweiter 
in der Gefdidte und Entwidlung der altteftamentlicken Prophetie; denn 
bier haben wir einen Propheten, der in feiner Wirkfamfeit nidt auf 
Gottes Volf befdrantt ijt wie Obadja und Yoel auf das Reich Buda 
und tie Die Beitgenofjen de3 Yona Amos und Hofea auf das Reid 
SSrael. Hier ijt ein Prophet, der zu einem Heidenvolfe gefandt iird, 
um e3 gur Bue gu rufen und ifm das Heil gu verfiindigen. 

Much bet diefem Propheten miijjen wir, wenn er in einer Beitfdrift 
behandelt werden foll, Vefdhranfung iiben. Wir wollen die Studie nicht 
nur apologetifd geftalten und nadiweijen, was allerdings gerade bei 
Ddiefem Buche heutgutage ndtig ijt, dak da3 fo viel verfpottete Buch Sona 
Gejcdhidte und nicht Fiftion ijt, jondern e$ ijt uns befonders aud um das 
heilsgefdichtlide und theologifde BVerjtandnis des Buches gu tun, und 
dak wir als Hintergrund dafiir un3 die Perfon und die Beit de Pro- 
pheten bergegentwartigen. Seder Punkt de3 Lebens und Wirfen3 Yonas, 
faft jede Wusfage deS Buches, ijt freilich angegriffen worden; aber gerade 
folde Angriffe haben dagu gedient, wie dies immer der Fall ijt, dak 
das Buch befonders genau angefehen und jtudiert und die etwige Wabhr- 
heit Gottes in einem folchen Bude flar erfannt und verteidigt worden ift. 

Wir lefen in der Gefchidte der Rinige Qudas und YSraels, dak 
Sona aus Gath-Hepher ftammte, einem fleinen Orte im Stamme Sebu- 
fon, etiva eine Stunde bon Nazareth auf dem Wege nach Tiberias ge- 
legen, nicht gar tweit bom Gee Tiberias, wo man auch das angeblide 
Grab des Propheten zeigt, was freilich auch bet Ninive der Fall ift, wo 
eine Ruine ,Mebiz-Yunus” nad der Meinung der Cintwwohner das Grab 
deS Propheten enthalten foll.Y Yona war aljo ein Birger de3 Nord- 
reich3 und als folder auch gar nicht fo weit entfernt bon dem Schauplab 
feiner Tatigfeit, Ninive in Mefopotamien, etiwwa fiinfhundert Meilen. 
Das Kinigsbudh gibt weiteren AWuffchluk iiber ihn, der gerade fiir die 
Frage der Gefchichtlidfeit des Propheten twidhtig ift. E38 fagt un3 
2 Rin. 14, 25: ,,Berobeam”, da8 ijt, Yerobeam IL., der Sohn Yoas’, aus 
Dem Haufe Yehus, der die gottlofe Familie Whabs ausgerottet hatte, 
norachte twieder hergu die Grenge YSsrael von Hemath an bis ans Meer, 
das im bladen Felbde liegt, nach dem Wort des HExrrn, de3 Gottes 
XSrael8, das er geredet hatte durch feinen Knedt Sona, den Sohn 
Amithais, den Propheten, der bon Gath-Hepher tar.” HGemath (Gamat), 
fpater Epiphania, eine grofe Stadt in Syrien am Orontes, bildete die 


1) Cine Abbildung de “Tomb of the Prophet Jonah” finbdet fic) in der 
weitverbreiteten History of Assyria de8 amerifanifden Hiftorifers UW. . Olm- 


ftead, S. 370. . 
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Nordgrenge des Reiches YSrael unter Salomo, 1 Kin. 8,65, und das 
Meer im blachen Felde, das Tote Meer, war die Siidgrenge de Zehn- 
jtammereihs. Durch diefe Erweiterung der Reidsgrengen infolge von 
Yonas Wort wurde YSsrael eins der grofen Reide feiner Zeit, ein mahres 
Weltreih. Und an der Ydentitat diefes Yona mit dem Yona unfers 
Suds, Rap.1,1, fann nicht gegweifelt werden; denn fo wabhr es ijt, 
daB twir uns Hiiten miifjen, Perfonen mit ein und demfelben Namen gu 
identifizgieren und CEreignifje gu harmonifieren, tenn nicht geniigend 
Griinde dafiir vorhanden find, fo gewik ift e3 auch, dak wir Hier gur 
Xdentifizierung beredhtigt find; denn wir haben hier Har drei Puntte der 
Xdentitat: erjtlid) den Namen Yona, fodann den Vaternamen Amithai 
und drittens das Amt; er ijt ein Prophet. Wlle dret Mtomente finden 
jid) in beiden Berichten. 

Wus diefen Worten des Kinigsbuches ijt e3 darum fo gut wie ge- 
wif, Dak der Mann, von dem unfer Buch uns ergabhlt, zur Beit des 
glangenden Konigs Yerobeam II. lebte und twirfte, und aus der gangen 
gef{chichtliden Situation lapt fic) erfennen, dak er wohl etwas alter ijt 
alg feine bier Beitgenoffen unter den Propheten: Amos und Hofea im 
Nordreich und Yefaja und Micha im Sitdreich. C3 tar eine Beit reider 
prophetifder Verfiindigung, tveil e3 eben ein Wendepunkt in der Ge- 
fchichte beider Reiche war. Da Yerobeam 41 Yabhre regiert hat, 2 Kin. 
14,23, fo haben twir einen Iangen Zeitraum fiir die Mijfion de3 Pro- 
pheten nach Ninive. C3 tare aber auch miglich, dak diefe Mifjion erft 
nad) Serobeam3 Tod jtattgefunden hat, unter dem RKinig Menahem, 
der nach der furgen Regierung Sacharja3, des Sohnes Yerobeams (feds 
Monate), und Sallums, de3 AWufriihrers (einen Monat), den Thron 
beftieg, toie diefe Zeit aud bon manden Auslegern angenommen wird. 
Das wiirde auch gefdichtlid nicht iibel pafjen; denn aus dem RKoinigs- 
buce erfahren wir aud, dak Menahem und ebenfo fpater der Konig 
Pefah mit dem eroberungsjiichtigen grofen Affyrierfinig Pul (vielleicht 
Tiglath-Pilefer) gu tun hatten, 2 Kin. 15, 19. 20. 29; und dak in diefer 
Zeit Kontakt awifden Ysrael und dem aufbliihenden Heidnifden Welt- 
reid) Ajfyrien jtattfand, lapt fich auch aus der Schrift des Beitgenoffen 
Xonas, de3 Hofea, erfennen. Bgl. Sof. 5,13; 10,6.2> Gott in feiner 
Weisheit fendet den Propheten gerade dann in ein Heidenland, als diefes 
Heidenland anfangt, eine Rolle gu fpielen, al e3 in die Gefchidte 
XSraels eingreift und fic) mehr und mehr gur Zuchtrute geftaltet, durch 
die Gott fchlieklic) das Reich YSrael gerjtirt. 

Uber ijt denn nun die in unferm Bude enthaltene Ergahlung von 
der Miffion des Propheten Yona nad Ninive twirklich Gefdichte? Auf 


2) Der fonft nidt vorfommende merfwiirdige Name RKinig ,Bareb“, das 
heift, ,Streiter”, ift nicht eine OrtSbezeidnung, wie e3 nad) Quther$ iiberfegung 
jheinen finnte, fondern eine wohl von dem Propheten felbft gebildete VBezeichnung 
deS ftreitharen Groffinigs von Affyrien (24 bon 3") ‘ 
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alle Weife ijt eben die Gefchidhtlichfeit deS Buches angegriffen worden, 
und twas der originelle altteftamentlide Theolog Auguft Klojtermann 
einmal ettoas wibig bom Suche Hiob und feiner Auffafjung gefagt hat, 
dak namlich jeder einigermagen Gelbjtandigfeit beanfprudjende alttefta- 
mentlide Theolog der Neugeit feinen ,eigenen Hiob” habe, das gilt in 
gewiffem Mae auch bon dem Buche Yona. Alle mdgliden Uuffafjungen 
find unter dDen modernen Rritifern und Eregeten vbertreten, und nur in 
einem ftimmen fie itberein, Daf eben das Buch nicht gefdichtlide 
Wahrheit fei. Der cine nennt ef eine ,, Didtung”, ein anderer begeidhnet 
e3 als eine ,lehrhafte Parabel”, ein dritter nennt e3 eine ,,Bifion’, 
ein bierter ,,cine inS Wunderbare ausgefdmiidte alte Prophetenjage”, 
bet der fidh Wahrheit und Dicdtung nicht mehr unterfdeiden lieken, ein 
fiinfter einen ,,.Mythus”, ein fedcdhfter einen ,Zraum” de3 Propheten, 
Der ja nach Rap. 1,5, gefdhlafen habe, ein fiebter eine ,,Wleqorie”, ein 
acter ein ,,Mardjen”, der neunte eine ,Regende”, der gehnte eine 
nnovellenartige Behandlung einer alten Prophetenfage”. Um nur ein 
paar Beifpiele angufiihren. G.W. Barton, der befannte Verfaffer des 
twertbollen Werke3 Archeology and the Bible, in twelchem er auf Auf- 
forderung deS Verlegers nicht feine eigenen fritijden Anfidten nieder- 
gelegt, fondern nur das zur Darftellung gebracht hat, was gefdichtlid 
bericdhtet wird, fagt in einem fpateren Werf, The Religion of Israel: 
Jonah is a “missionary tract, delightful, attractive, and entertain- 
ing” as a story but impossible as history.» 1. #. Gordon, einer der 
Mitarbeiter an der bon J. M. Powis Smith und Cdgar J. Goodjpeed 
bon der Chicago-Univerfitat herausgegebenen neumodijden “American 
translation” der Bibel, bemerft in feinem Buche The Prophetical 
Literature of the Old Testament, da3 gerade “as a text-book for 
teachers and senior Bible-class students” bejtimmt ijt: Jonah is “an 
early example of moral apolog, or parable.”*) Der befannte Berliner 
Ereget und Wusgraber Sellin meint, dak das Yonabud) eine geradegzu 
fojtlice Bearbeitung einer alten Prophetenlegende ijt”, womit ,,da3 
lebtlich auf mythologifcher Grundlage ruhende Marden bon dem Ver- 
fdlingen und Wusipeien durd einen groken Fifd verbunden fein 
wird”.5> Dann war YEfus, wenn er die Gefchidte des Yona sitiert, 
twie D. Laible Sellin vorgehalten hat, ein ,,.Mardengitator”. Der 
Gottinger Gelehrte Emanuel Hirfeh (und ebenfo Gunfel und Greb- 
mann) in feinem 1936 erfdienenen Werke ,Das Alte Teftament und 
Die Predigt des Changeliums” gebraucht ebenfalls den Wusdrucé ,,.Mar- 
den” und redet bon einem ,. Mardenfifh”, einer ,Mardenjtadt”, einem 


3) Bitiert in Princeton Theological Review, 18 (1920), 675. 

4) Bitiert in derfelben Beitfdrift, 18 (1920), 525. 

5) Kommentar zum Alten eftament. DasS Bwilfprophetenbuch.  CErfte 
Hilfte, S. 25—288. 

6) Ugemeine Cv.-Luth. Kirdenjzeitung, 55 (1922), 758. 
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»mardhenfinig” und einer ,. Mardenftaude’.7 Bernhard OQubm nennt 
in feinem Werke ,, Die gwolf Propheten in den Versmagen der Urfdhrift 
itberfebt” dad Buch ,,eine prachtvolle Probe jiidijden Humors”, die man 
ja nicht tragife) nehmen und bei deffen Lefen man das Geficht nicht in 
ernjte Falten legen folle.® Und jo finnten wir nod Seiten mit jolden 
Auffaffungen des Buches fiillen. Manchmal find die Unfichten geradegu 
toll. Qn der rationalijtifden Zeit febte ein damal3 befannter, jebt 
glidlidertweife bergeffener gelehrter Gonderling und Profefjor in Helm- 
ftedt, Hermann bon der Hardt, hidhft gemiitlid) ,,ein Wirtshaus mit dem 
Sehilde des Walfifhes mitten ins Meer, laRt Yona in deffen Bauche drei 
Tage bveriveilen und dann mit guter Gelegenheit ans Land reifen”.» 
Spater fakte bon der Hardt die Yonagefdidte als fymbolijfde Dar- 
ftellung der Gefchidte der Kinige Manaffe und Yofia. Aber folde 
Khantafien blieben damals nicht ungeftraft. Von der Hardt3 Schriften 
purden bon der Obrigfeit berboten — fiir die lebte mufte er hundert 
Taler Strafe begahlen —, und e8 tourde ihm bedeutet, dak er in Buz 
tunft nichts one borangegangene ftrenge Zenfur publigieren bdiirfe, 
poraufhin er aus srger feine aus acht Foliobanden beftehenden Hefte 
perbrannte.© Der in unferm Lande in lebter Beit durch feine fonder- 
baren Verdffentlidungen ettwas befannt getwordene Orientale Lamfa 
meinte, wie in Diefer Beitichrift (VII, 873) mitgeteilt murde, “as Jonas 
was in the whale’s belly” Heige fo viel al “Jonas was in a hole, to 
use an American slang expression, i.e., he was in great trouble”. 
Goldhe Spottereien und Lajterungen ridten fich felbjt, und wenn man 
das Buch, wie fogar der fonft berdiente Augujt Kohler, mit ,.Taufend- 
undeiner Nacht” vergleidt, dann wird YEfus auch gum ,,Marchengita- 
tor” gemacht. 

Wien diefen und ahnlicden Verfliichtigungen und Umbdeutungen 
gegeniiber ijt das Buch mit allen feinen Wundern fiir wahre Gefdichte 
gu alten. Dafiir gibt fich dad gange Buch, das als gefdichtlide Er- 
gablung auftritt und als foldje ftet3 in der Rirde anerfannt worden ift. 
Und twenn gerade in neuerer Zeit das Buch fo hart angegriffen und bon 
Unglaubigen bverfpottet worden ijt, fo haben gerade neuere Forfdungen 
und Entdedungen die Gefchichtlidfeit bes Buches gewaltig beftatigt. So 
hat man friiher die in Dem Buche angegebene Gripe Ninives: ,,eine 
gtoke Stadt Gotte3, dret Tagereifen grok”, Rap. 3,3, begiweifelt, und 
renn man fich gur Bejtatiqung diefer Angabe auf den griedhifden 
Hiftorifer Diodorus Siculus (50 bis 20 vor Chrijto) berief, der die 
Groge der Stadt auf 480 Stadien angab — da3 waren ungefahr 


7) Zitiert von O. Prot in der ,AUlgemeinen Ev.-Luth. Kirdhenjzeitung”, 70 
(1937), 225. 


8) Bitiert in der ,Theologifden Nundfdau”, 14 (1911), 469. 
9) Mitteilung von Louis Harms, ,Biblifce ECinleitung”, S. 182. 


10) Mitgeteilt in der ,Evangelifden Rirchengeitung”, herausgegeben von 
€. W. Hengftenberg, 1834, S. 211. 
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60 Meilen —, fo hat man feine Ausfage gleichfalls begtweifelt. Aber 
dies geht jebt nicht mehr. Gang richtig hat {chon der befannte Hijtorifer 
Niebuhr, der gerade die alte Gefdicdte gum Gegenftand befonderen 
Studiums gemacht hat, gefagt: ,, Fir die Genauigfeit der biblifden Dar- 
ftelungen gibt unter anderm das noch bor twenigen Yabrgehnten fo viel 
berfpottete Such Yona einen glangenden BVetwei3, dejfen Ergahlung iiber 
Ninive Durd) die neueren Entdedungen iiber die Topographie diejer 
Stadt vollig beftatigt wird.“1) Niebuhr denft jedenfallS befonders an 
die Ausqrabungen de3 englifden Gefdhaftsmannes und Ausgraber3 
Henry Layard, der im 19. Jahrhundert auf einer Reife im Orient bei 
den Ruinen Ninives vorbeifam und fich entjdlok, Ardaolog gu werden. 
Seine von auferordentlidem Findergliic begiinftigten Forfdungen hat 
er in mebreren Siicdern niedergelegt, und eins feiner Werke iiber Ninive 
fdloR er mit den Worten des 90. Pfalm3, die fich ihm dabei als Wahr- 
heit einpragten: ,,€he denn die Berge worden und die Erde und die Welt 
gefdaffen worden, bijft du, Gott, von Cwigkeit gu Cwigfeit”, B. 2. 
Lahard legte in Ninive unter anderm die Rejte eines Palajtes Sanheribs 
und eines Palajtes AWffurbanipals frei, wobei defjen VBibliothef von RKeil- 
fdrifttontafeln entdedt wurde, und G. Smith, L.W. Ring und andere 
febten die Wusgrabungen mit Erfolg fort. Die Funde fiillen mebhrere 
Sale deS BVritifchen Mufeums in London, und die Brudhjtiide der Ton- 
tafeln gahlen iiber 20,000. ither Ninive twar eben 612 bor Chrijto das 
bon den Propheten angedrohte furchtbare Gericht gefommen; e3 twurde 
im Laufe der Sabre fo volljtandig mit Gand bedecét, dab, al Xenophon 
um das Sabr 400 mit feinen 10,000 griechifden Soldnern nad) der 
unglicdlicen Schladht bet Runara im Wiiftenfande an Ninives meilen- 
fangen Mauerrejten borbeifam und er die Hirten der Gegend nad dem 
Namen der getwaltigen Stadt fragte, fie ihm nicht einmal diefen mehr 
nennen fonnten und Xenophon die Stadt ,, Mefpila” nennt. Aber 1820 
tourde Ninivbes Lage entdedt, 1845 beqann Layard feine Ausgrabungen, 
und die Forfdungen feben fich fort bis auf den heutigen Tag. Vor 
einer Reihe bon Yahren hirte id) bon dem vormaligen Konful der Ver- 
einigten Staaten in Bagdad, Cdgar J. Banks, einen mit Lichtbildern 
iluftrierten Vortrag, der das jebige Ninive in Wort und Bild bor Augen 
fiihrte; der deutfche Gelehrte Behnpfund verodffentlidte ein Werk iiber 
nDie Wiederentdedung MNinives”, der Affyriolog Begold eins iiber 
/»dinive und Sabylon”, das vier Wuflagen erlebt hat, und 1938 erfdien 
bon dem noch Iebenden Gelehrten Walter Andra ein fines, reich illu- 
ftriertes Buch unter dem Titel ,Das wiedererjtandene Affur”. Dr. Spei- 
fer bon der Pennfylvania-Univerfitat in Philadelphia, der die neueften 
Ausgrabungen dort geleitet hat, glaubt, feftitellen gu fonnen, dak in 
Ninive mehrere Stadte itbereinander gelegen waren und da die adhte 
Schidht, auf die man geftoken ijt, wenigiten3 6,000 Sabre (2) alt ijt.” 


11) Zitiert in ,Lehre und Webhre”, 44, 170. 
12) Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirdengeitung, 69 (1936), 22. 
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Gelbjt dex befannte Affyriolog Friedrich Deligjdh, der Sohn des alt- 
teftamentliden Cxregeten Frang Delivfch, der fonjt einen gang andern 
Gtandpunft einnimmt, macht auf Grund eigener Unterjucungen das 
Qugeftandnis: ,€3 heigt Yona 3,3: Ninive war eine grope Stadt vor 
Gott, ein Weg [eine Reife] bon dret Tagen. Nun betragt allerding3, 
wie aud) Raffam berechnet hat, der Umfang bon Ninive, wenn man es 
alg eine folie Riefenftadt mit Kujundjdhif, Nimrud und dazu etiva 
Chorjabad und Balatwat als den vier Edpunften auffakt, gerade etwa 
60 englifde Meilen oder drei Tagereifen.” Freilicd fiigt Delibfdh gleich 
fingu: ,Wber daR jene dret Tagereifen gar nidt bom Umfang der 
Stadt verftanden twerden Ddiirfen, lehrt ja flar die Fortjebung, BV. 4: 
Und Jonas fing an, in die Stadt eine Tagereife weit hineingugehen, 
wworaus erfichtlicdh, dak der Verfaffer deS Buches fich die Stadt Ninive 
drei Tagereijen lang dadhte. Nun betragt aber die Lange de$ Weges bon 
RKujundi hit bis Nimrud nur ettwwa 20 englifche Meilen; der Prophet ware 
alfo, al er nach ermiidendem Wege feine Predigt beginnen wollte, gerade 
wieder am anbdern Ende zur Stadt draugen gewefen. Aber das Buch 
Xonas will und fann ja doch nicht als hiftorifde Quelle verwendet twer- 
den, und twir fonnen darum aud) die andere WAngabe, Rap. 4, 11, twonadh 
mehr alS 120,000 Stinder, die noch nicht redjts bon linfS gu unter- 
{eiden wiffen, gu Sona Zeit in Ninetwe gewefen waren und woraus man 
auf eine Gefamtbevslferung von 600,000 Menjfdjen fdjliekt, ecigentlid 
nidt erwahnen. Nach Kieperts Anfidht (Lehrbuch der alten Geographie, 
G. 151) lat des eigentlicken Ninetwe Gefamtumfang von 13% deutfchen 
Meilen auf eine VBebslferung von Hichitens 200,000 bis 250,000 der 
engeren Stadt fliegen.“ 1% WAber die Stelle Rap. 3,3 braucht durdhaus 
nit fo berftanden gu werden. Wenn e3 da Heikt, dah Ninive cine 
groke Stadt Gottes, drei Tagereijfen groR”, getwefen fei, “an ex- 
ceeding great city of three days’ journey”, nacj der Authorized und 
der Revised Version, tvozu aber die American Revised Version die 
Anmerfung macht “a city great unto God”, nach dem Hebraifden ,,eine 
grope Stadt fiir Gott’, prided, fo meint die’, Daf fie fiir Gott als eine 
foldje grope Stadt galt. Diefe Semerfung meift fchon hin auf das Motiv 
fiir ihre Verfdonung, wenn ire BVeivohner auf Gottes Wort horen 
iiirden; bgl. Rap. 4,11. Und die Angabe der Gripe ,,cinen Gang von 
drei Tagen” widerfpridt auch nicht der weiteren Ausfage: ,,Xona fing 


13) Real-Engzyflopadie fiir proteftantifdhe Theologie und Kirche. Brweite 
Auflage, 10, 598. Bn der dritten Auflage bemerft Alfred Yeremias, ebenfalls ein 
befannter Affpriolog: ,Die Uusdehnung und Grofe der alten Stadt Niniveh laft 
fid) nach den Ausgrabungen jur Beit noc) nicht angeben. Die Ungabe Jonas 3, 7 
(sic), fie habe 120,000 Einwohner gehabt, wird faum itbertrieben fein.” (14, 115.) 
Damit wird die Meinung Volds in demfelben Nachfdlagewert (IX, 339), dah ,die 
Vefdreibung der Gripe Ninives mit der Wirklidfeit in Cinflang ftehe, ift auf 
Grund unferer gegenwartigen Kenntnis von dem Umfang de8 alten Ninive in 
Bweifel gu giehen”, gurechtgeftellt. 





432 Kleine Prophetenftudien 


an, bineingugeben in die Stadt den Gang eines Tages“, dad Heift, cine 
Ragereije. Cr fudte eben einen geeigneten Plab fiir feine Predigt, und 
e8 wird nicht gefagt, Daf diefer im Mittelpuntt oder am Ende der Strafe 
Tag. Gr hat wobl verfdhiedene Ricdtungen eingefdlagen, hat nicht gleid 
nach feinem Gintritt gepredigt, fondern erjt, nachdem er eine Tagereije 
angefangen hatte, aljo eine grofere Strede in die Stadt hineingegangen 
war. Und aud) die Angabe der Cintwwohnergahl, Rap. 4, 11, it wirklig 
eine Andeutung der Grofe der Stadt; denn mit den 120,000 Menfdjen, 
ndie nicht wiffen Unterfdied, was rechts oder links ijt”, find die Kinder 
gemeint, ettva im Wter bis gu fieben Jahren, eine gang gewdhnlide Be- 
fhreibung, um angugeigen, Dak die Kinder noc) nicht gu den anni dis- 
cretionis gelangt find, unmiindige Kinder. Wenn darum diefe Bab! die 
fleinen Kinder begeichnet, fo belief fic) nach gemobhnlicer ftatiftifder Be- 
redhnung die Cintwohnergahl auf vier- oder fiinfmal fo viel, tas in der 
Xat eine grope Stadt, ettwa wie Vofton, ergeben twiirde, twobei eben aud 
die Vorjtadte mit eingeredjnet find, wie man jebt bon Greater New 
York und Greater Chicago redet. 

Aber e3 werden noc) andere Griinde gegen die Gefchidtlidfeit des 
Buches geltend gemacht, auf die wir um der Sache willen nod) eingehen 
wollen. Dabhin gehirt das von der Gottlofigfeit und dem tiefen Ver- 
derben der Stadt in unferm Buche Gejagte. C3 heigt gleid) am Anfang 
aus dem Munde Fehovahs an Yona, daf er fic) aufmaden und in die 
groke Stadt Ninive gehen und drinnen predigen foll, ,denn ihre Bosbheit 
ijt berauffommen vor mich”, Rap. 1,1. Diefe Gottlofigkeit Ninives wird 
auch durch andere biblijdhe Berichte bezgeugt. Man fann wohl fagen, dak 
das ganze {pater gefdriebene Buch Nahum, diefe ,,Laft”, das heift, Lajt- 
oder Strafiwort, ,iiber Ninive” ein ,,Sdhmergzensfdjret der gangen bon 
jenem entfebliden (affyrifden) Volfe gequalten und gertretenen Menfdj- 
Beit ijt”. Die abgittifden, gigendienerifden Afipyrier find dem Pro- 
pheten Nahum bewukte Gottesfeinde und find wegen ibrer gum Himmel 
fGreienden Giinden dem Geridte Gottes verfallen. Deshalb heift e3 
Nah. 3,1: ,Webhe der morderifden Stadt [Ninive], die voll Liigen und 
Rauberei ijt und bon ibrem Rauben nidt lajfen will!” und dasfelbe wird 
beftatigt dDurd Beph. 2,15, two gugleich der freble itbermut der Stadt 
herborgehoben wird: ,,Das ijt die frobliche Stadt, die fo fider twohnete 
und fpradh in ifrem Herzen: Sch bin’S und feine mehr.” Und menn 
man dann in der Gefdichte nadhlieft und Hirt, twie die ftolgen Grokfinige 
bon Ninive ihre befiegten Gegner behandelten, dann erfennt man aud 
bom tweltgefdhicdtliden Standpunft aus die Gottlofigfeit und das tiefe 
fiindlide Verderben der Stadt. A. Yeremias bemerft in feinem oben- 
ertwabnien Urtifel iiber Ninive: ,,Unter Afurbanipal mag fic der Vol- 
ferhak gegen MNiniveh nod) gefteigert haben. Méiniveh wurde damals 
wirklich gu einer ,Stadt der Bluttaten‘ (Mah. 3,1). In eifernen Kafigen 


14) Cornill, Einleitung in das Alte Teftament, S. 188. 
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am Ojttor bon Niniveh twaren, wie die Tafelfdreiber Wfurbanipals er- 
gablen, arabifde Ronige an Ketten gelegt, der eine bon ihnen graujam 
perjtiimmelt. Den Kopf de3 elamitifden Konigs Teuman hing er einem 
gefangenen Gambulderfiirjten um den Raden. Dann ftellte er den Kopf 
auf einer Stange am Stadttor auf und liek Dem Gambulaer die Haut 
abgiehen. Btvei andere Gambulderfiirjten mupten im RKafig de3 Ofttors 
pie Gebeine ihrer Vorfahren gerflopfen.” (S.113.) Das Biel der 
Uffyrier war eben die Weltherrfdaft, ein einheitlides Reich, und die aus 
der Gedichte befannten, auch in der Bibel ausdriiclich erwahnten oder 
angedeuteten afjprifden Groffinige, mie Tiglath-Pilefer II. (Pur), 
Galmanajfer IV., Gargon, Gankerib, Ajarhaddon, AWfurbanipal, waren 
Xmperialijten im modernen Ginne des Wortes. Yhr Mittel gur Er- 
reidhung Ddiefes Biel tar die graufame Verfdleppung des Kerns der 
begiwungenen Volferfdhaften, Vertaujdung der Volker und Raffen, Ver- 
nidtung der Vodenjtandigfeit, an Stelle der vielen Volfer das eine 
Ujfyrien. Gang anders berfuhren die Perfer, die die befiegten Vilfer 
in ifrem eigenen Lande bleiben oder, tenn fie weggefiihrt worden waren, 
in ifr Land zuriidfehren VieRen. Go tourden die gehn Stamme YSraels 
nad Ujfyrien exiliert, fehrten nie guriicf und gingen unter im Vilfer- 
meer; die givei Stamme Buda und Benjamin hingegen liek der Perfer- 
fonig Cyrus wieder in ihre alte Heimat giehen. Gott nimmt eben aud 
die Weltpolitif in feinen Dienft gur Erreichung feiner Bivece. Go 
ijt e8 getreue gefdicdtlide Darjtellung, wenn in unferm Bude die Bos- 
heit der Stadt ertwahnt wird. Wie fic) die angefiihrten Wusfagen der 
fpdteren Propheten Nahum und Zephanja mit der in unferm Buche er-z 
wahnten Sefehrung der Miniviten bertragen, werden wir weiter unten 
unterjucjen. 

Und auch fonft finden mir in dem Bude Yona Angaben, die uns 
allerdings in unferer Zeit merfiwiirdig erfeinen. Go wird ausdriidlicd 
mitgeteilt, dak nad dem Cdift de Konig3 bon Ninive auch die Tiere an 
der Bue der Stadt teilnehmen follten, Rap.3,7.8: ,,€3 foll meder 
Menjd noch Tier, weder Ochfen nod) Schafe etwas foften, und man foll 
fie nicht meiden noc Wafer trinfen lajjfen, und follen Sade um fid 
hitllen, beide Menfden und Tier, und gu Gott rufen heftig; und ein 
jeglicher befehre fid) von feinem bifen Wege und vom Frevel feiner 
Gande.” Uber gerade folche Cingelheiten werden auch fonft in der Ge- 
{dicte erwahnt. Go wird 3.B. von Herodot als eine afiatifde Sitte 
beridjtet, dag, al der perfifde Geerfiihrer Mafijtios in der Schladht 
gefallen war, die Schwange der Pferde abgefdnitten tourden, der Stolz 
de Roffes, damit diefe an der Trauer teilhaben jollten. Serodot fdjreibt: 
/ US die Reiteret in das Lager fam, trugen Leid um den Mafijtios ba3 
gange Heer und Mardonios auf das heftigfte, und fdoren das Haar fid 
felber ab wie auch den Pferden und dem Bugdieh, und war ein entfeb- 
lihes Geulen und Wehflagen. Denn durdh das gange Bsoterland fdjallte 
der Widerhall, weil ein Mann gefallen, der nachft Mardonios der an- 

28 
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gefehenjte war bei dem Volf und dem Rinige. Die Feinde alfo ehrten 
den berftorbenen Mafijtios nach ihrer Gitte.“ 15 

Wenn wir fodann die eingelnen Perfonen ins Auge fafjen, die uns 
in dem Bude Yona entgegentreten, fo werden diefe in pjydhologijd ge- 
treuer Weife gefdildert, und diefe Schilderungen bejtatigen wieder dic 
Gefchichtlicdfeit der Ergahlung. Da ijt gunadjt der Prophet Yona felbit, 
der in jiidifhem Partifularismus befangen ift und fich dDarum in dic 
Annahme bupfertiger Heiden zu Gnaden nicht gu finden weif, woraus 
fich fein Verhalten vorher und nachher erflart. Die phinigifden Schiffs- 
leute beten guerjt gu ihren heidnijden Goben, Kap.1,5. ALS diefe ihnen 
im Sturm nidt helfen fonnen, fejreien fie gu Yehovah, dem Gott de3 
Hebraers Yona, als einem ftarferen Gott, bitten ifn um Hilfe und 
fiirdten ihn und bringen ihm Opfer und Geliibde dar, als das Meer mit 
feinem Wiiten aufhirt, Rap. 1, 9.14.16. Das find alles getreue, 
hijtorijcde Biige, die dichterifde Erfindung ausfdliefen. 

Vor allem wird jedoch die Gefchichtlicfeit unfers Buches durd 
Ddejjen Aufnahme in den Kanon beftatigt. Hatten die Gammler de3 
Kanons zur Beit Cras und Nehemias Biveifel an den Tatjachen gehabt, 
fo batten jie Das Buch nicht unter die fanonifden Schriften cingereibht; 
und wenn fie e3 fiir Poefie und dichterifde Crfindung gehalten Hatten 
und Sona nicht fiir einen Propheten im tedhnifden Ginne des Wortes, 
fo Hatten fie e3 in die dritte Whteilung der hebraifden Bibel, unter die 
fogenannten Hagiographen, jeben finnen. %ber gerade weil dicjes 
Bud, obtvohl voriviegend hijtorijd, doch groke typijche Bedeutung hat, 
twie wir noch befonders erfennen wollen, fteht e3 mit Recht unter den 
Propheten. 

Und auf diejes alles driict nun unfer HErr Chriftus felbjt da3 
Siegel, und Franz Delibjeh jagte in feinen guten Tagen in einem 
Artifel ,iiber das Buch Yona” mit Recht: ,,itber alles fteht der lutheri- 
fen Kirche das Beugnis de3 untriigliden Oberhauptes der Kirdhe, SEfu 
Chriftit, bon dem alle Wffommodation an den Yrrtum und die Liige fo 
fern ijt alS das Licht bon der Finjterni3.“1©  %Wn einer andern Stelle 
(S. 119) fagt derfelbe Gelehrte: Die Wahrheit der Gefchidte des Pro- 
pheten wird uns bejtatigt durch den Mund defjen, der mehr ijt als Yona, 
der, alS das Licht der Welt, fret von allem Aberglauben und, als die 
fretmadende Wahrheit felber, fret bon aller Anbequemung an menjfcdj- 
lide Srrtiimer war, von BEfu Chrijto, unferm HErrn, der uns f[ebhrt, 
dak Yona nicht allein ein Wabhrgeicden der Niniviten, fondern auch ein 
Typus des Menjchenfohnes fei, der, tie der Prophet drei Tage und drei 
Nachte im Bauche des groken Fifcdes (tod xyjtovc; val. Yona 2,1) war, 
gleideriveife dDret Tage und drei Nachte mitten in der Erde fein werbde 


15) Gefdhidten deS Herodotus, itberfekt von Friedricd) Lange IX, 24. 
16) Seitfdrift fiir die gefamte Iutherijde Theologic und Kirche, herausge- 
geben bon Rudelbach und Gueride, I, 2, 126. 
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(év th xagdig tis yiis; bgl. Yona2,4).” Jn feinem Zeugnis hat eben 
Chrijtus gerade die beiden am hHarteften angegriffenen Wusfagen des 
Buches Yona, den Vorfall mit dem Fife und die Bue der Niniviten, 
beftatigt, Mtatth.12,39—41; uf. 11,29.30.32. Das Wort von 
dem Yonasgeiden twiederholt er dann nod einmal Matth. 16,4 und 
bezeicjnet eS damit als etwas bei den Yuden Befanntes, twie fich auch in 
der jiidifden und fogar in der arabifden Literatur die VBegzeichnung 
Yona als ,der Mann des Fifches” findet. Das Zeidhen Yonas ijt, twie 
died ofterS bei foldhen Gachen der Fall ijt, gugleid dunfel und ver- 
ftandlid. Seine volle Bedeutung murde allerdings erjt nach der Auf- 
erjtehung de3 Heilandes erfannt, und um eS gang gu veritehen, muf, die 
Auferftehung Chrijti von den Toten nach drei Tagen im Glauben an- 
genommen tverden. 

Geradefo verhalt e3 fic) auch mit der Bue der Niniviten, die der 
HErr dem unglaubigen Gejclecht feiner Zeit zur Strafe, Mahnung und 
Warnung vorhalt. Wenn man dagegen geltend gemacht hat, dak Ninive 
doc) bald nach diefer Beit wieder als gottlofe Stadt erfdeint (vgl. die 
oben angefiihrten Stellen aus Nahum und Bephanja, wozu dann nod 
andere Stellen, toie Sef. 10,10.11; 37,10—13; 23,24; 2 Rin. 19, 
10—138.22.23 fommen), fo erfennen tir daraus, dak allerdings die 
Pefehrung feine bleibende war, dak die Cintwohner, wie das auch fonft 
in der MijffionSgefdhicdte borfommt, nach der Heimfehr de3 Propheten 
twieder in ihr alte3 bofes Wefen guriicfielen und gottlos wurden. Aber 
deShalb dDarf man nicht an der Wirklidfeit und Aufrichtigfeit der Bue 
der Niniviten giweifeln, die eben durch die flaren Worte de3 Buches felbjt 
und de3 Heilandes im Neuen Teftamente begeugt wird. YXur muB man 
fich gegentwartig halten, wie wir auch fpater noch befonders erfennen 
werden, Dak die Beit de3 Neuen Tejtaments, in der die Heiden in Scharen 
in Die Kirche eingehen und in der Kirche bleiben, noch nicht gefommen 
war. Dies gehdrt zu den berborgenen Wegen und Gerichten Gottes, der 
im Wten Teftament fonjt die Heiden ihre eigenen Wege gehen lick, Wpoft. 
14,16; 17,30, iiber die wir nicht mit Gott rechten, fondern, twie die 
Ronfordienforme!l einfdharft, ,mit Paulo den Finger auf den Ytund 
legen follen”, Rim. 9,20; 11,33; Triglotta, S. 1080—1082; Miiller, 
Symbolijde Biidher, S.716—718. Wir lernen aber aus dem Buche 
Nona die Tatfadhe, dak fich Gott auch der Heiden erbarmt, twie fchon der 
jiidijhe Talmud als Charafterijtifum der Predigt de Yona dies erfannt 
hat, dak die Predigt aus Ysracl3 Grengen gu den Heiden fommt. Und 
Proffdh, der auf diefe talmudijce Stelle bertveijt, jagt gang ridtig: ,, Mit 
Nona beginnt die erfolgreiche Heidenpredigt. Der Menfdenfohn ruft 
aud) die Heidentwelt zur Bupe. Das Wort Gottes loft fich aus feiner 
nationalen Befdranfung, e3 wird fret gur univerfalen Wirkfamfeit.“1> 

2. Firbringer 

17) Ullgemeine Ev.-Luth. Kirdenzeitung, 70 (1937), 225. 
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The Great Reconciliation is truly the core and center of the 
entire system of Christian doctrine. All other teachings of the 
Bible either lead up thereto, or they proceed therefrom. Thus 
the doctrine of the Law and of sin shows us the need of a recon- 
ciliation. The doctrine of grace and of the redemption through 
Christ shows us how this reconciliation was effected. The doctrine 
of the means of grace and of faith teaches us how this reconcilia- 
tion is made known and offered to sinners and how the individual 
personally apprehends the same. The doctrine of the Church 
shows that all those who through faith have accepted this recon- 
ciliation constitute one large body in this world, the family of 
God’s children among men. The doctrine of sanctification shows 
us that all those who by faith are personally reconciled to God 
will gratefully consecrate their lives to His service. The doctrine 
of the last things, finally, tells us that all who have remained 
faithful unto the end will enter into the full communion with their 
heavenly Father. 

A correct understanding of this doctrine of reconciliation, 
therefore, is necessary for our personal faith and also for our 
public teaching, and a wrong conception one may have on this 
point will affect his faith, his life, and his hope and will also be 
reflected in his presentation of the other teachings of the Bible. 

Definition. — Reconciliation presupposes an _ estrangement, 
a separation. Where such does not exist, a reconciliation cannot 
take place. But such an estrangement presupposes a former 
union and harmony. To reconcile, therefore, means to reestablish 
friendly and harmonious relations between parties who for some 
reason or other had separated. 

Speaking of the Great Reconciliation we have in mind not 
such a one as may happen between men, as we read Matt. 5:24: 
“First be reconciled to thy brother,” but we intend to speak of the 
reconciliation between man and God, the reconciliation of which 
we read in 2Cor.5:19: “God was in Christ reconciling the world 
unto Himself.” Also this reconciliation presupposes an estrange- 
ment and separation of God and man, which, in turn, presupposes 
original harmony and union. 

The Original State of Harmony.—God created man in His 
own image, Gen. 1:27, which image was not a physical likeness but 
a spiritual one, consisting in blissful knowledge of God, Col. 3:10, 
and in perfect righteousness and true holiness, Eph. 4:24. Man 
knew his Creator, and his mind, heart, and will, and therefore also 
his life, were in full accord with the will of his God. Man was as 
God wanted him to be, and man was exceedingly happy in being 
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that way. There was no disturbing element, no jarring discord 
in their relation to each other, but perfect harmony, blissful com- 
munion, which, according to the will of God, was to continue 
forever. 

The Rupture. —'To test man whether he would willingly con- 
tinue in this harmonious relation to his Creator, God tried his 
obedience by forbidding him to eat of the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil, Gen. 2:17. And man fell. Tempted by Satan, he 
disobeyed his God, thereby departing from Him and disrupting 
that relation which had heretofore existed. It is well to bear in 
mind that it was not God who by a change of heart broke up 
this union. It was not He who withdrew from man; the defection 
was solely and entirely on the part of man. God is unchangeable, 
Mal.3:6, and faithful, 2 Tim. 2:13; He never wavers, Jas. 1:17. 
If man had remained loyal to his God, this blissful relation would 
finally have become permanent. But man sinned; he departed 
from God and thus broke up the original union and fellowship 
with his Creator. 

This rupture was of disastrous consequence to man. He had 
separated himself from God, who had been the Source of all his 
happiness, and he joined himself to the devil, 1 John3:8. God is 
unchangeably holy; He cannot connive at sin; much less can He 
sanction it. He hates the workers of iniquity, Ps. 5:4,5. Therefore, 
when man sinned, he brought down upon himself the wrath and 
curse of God, and all this implies for time and eternity, Gen. 
2:17; 3:17; and because he feared the judgment of God, his heart 
was full of despair and hatred. Thus there was a deep, wide 
cleavage between man and God. In order to bring the two 
together, a reconciliation was necessary. 


Who was to be Reconciled and to Whom? —It is not the 
straight ruler that must conform to the crooked line, but the latter 
must be brought into alinement with the ruler. Thus the holy 
God must not be reconciled to the sinful world, but sinful man 
must be reconciled to God. The word “reconcile” means to reunite, 
and the basic conception is that two who were at one time united, 
but later separated, are brought again into harmony. So here; 
by sin man separated himself from God; reconciliation, therefore, 
means that man comes back, or is brought back, to God, and that 
thus the original union is reestablished. 

The Greek word xatadAdooew, 2Cor.5:19, means to “change 
thoroughly.” It implies that, where two are at variance with each 
other, a thorough change must take place in order that they may 
again agree. In whom must this change take place? If both are 
at fault, both must change, each righting his wrong. But where 
only one is at fault, it is he that must change and do what will 
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bring him again into harmony and agreement with the other, 
Thus in Matt. 5:24: “Be reconciled to thy brother.” The brother, 
who has done nothing amiss, is not to be reconciled to the evil- 
doer; he is not to change over to the other’s side, approving by 
acquiescence the evil deed. But the evil-doer must reconcile 
himself to the brother, must set himself right with him by making 
amends for the evil he has done. It is the guilty party that must 
be reconciled to the innocent party, and not the other way around. 

Thus in the reconciliation between man and God. Our great 
God is unchangeable also in this, that He hath no pleasure in 
wickedness, neither shall evil dwell with Him, Ps.5:4. Nor is He 
to meet us half-way. He has done nothing amiss; He has not 
disrupted the original relation between Himself and man. But 
man changed away from God to sin; hence, man must likewise 
change back from sin towards God. Man departed from God; 
hence, man must return to God. Whatever change is necessary 
to reunite man and God must be on the part of man. For this 
reason the Bible does not say that God reconciled Himself to the 
world, but that He reconciled the world unto Himself, 2 Cor. 5:19. 

We sometimes use the word “reconcile” in the sense of 
“appease” (Greek: iidoxeotou, Heb. 2:17), or in the sense of 
“atone” (Hebrew: 183, to cover, Lev. 8:17; Dan.9:24). But the 
Greek word xatadidooew is always used in the sense of reconciling 
the guilty party to the innocent party. See Eph. 2:16; Col. 1:20, 21; 
2 Cor. 5:18, 19; 1 Cor. 7:11. 

Now, what does this mean in our case? If a reconciliation 
between man and God was to be effected, a thorough change had 
to take place; however, not on the part of God, but on the part 
of man. The Holy One cannot be reconciled to sin and rebellion; 
He cannot change and come to an agreement with man by ap- 
proving and sanctioning his disobedience and defection. But man 
must come to an agreement with God; the things whereby he 
separated himself from God must be removed; amends must be 
made for his transgressions; and his attitude toward God must 
be changed. This, however, does not mean that there was not also 
a change in the attitude and sentiment of God toward man, “Um- 
stimmung Gottes.” By nature and because of their actual trans- 
gressions all men are under the wrath and the curse of God, Rom. 
1:18; Gal.3:10. Yet because of the redemption that is in Christ 
Jesus, who has made full satisfaction for all our shortcomings and 
thus reconciled us to God, the attitude of God towards men is now 
changed. There is no longer wrath and anger but love and grace; 
no longer the curse and condemnation but rather forgiveness of sins 
and justification unto life, Rom. 5:8-10; 3:24. However, this change 
in God did not take place prior to, and independently of, the re- 
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demption in Christ but rather in Christ and for the sake of His 
sacrificial life and death. 

The Need of a Reconciliation is Universally Recognized. — 
All men know that there is a God, Rom. 1:19, 20; they also know 
that they are guilty and worthy of death, Rom. 1:32; therefore they 
also know and feel that there must be a reconciliation if ever they 
are to live in blissful communion with God. But they also realize 
that, since they are responsible for the rupture of the original 
relation and have forsaken God by following the ways of sin, they 
must return to God; they must do something to square themselves 
with God. Even the Gentiles understand that it is not God who 
must reconcile Himself to man, conforming to his wicked ways 
or conniving at his transgressions, but that man must reconcile 
himself to God, conform to His standards and make amends for 
his defection. On this basis are built all the various religions 
of men. No matter how much they differ in detail and how crude 
and abominable they may be in practice, basically they all agree 
in this, that, since man sinned, man must make amends; since man 
departed from God, man must return; since man did the first, he 
must also do the second. The Gentile, whose conscience holds him 
amenable to God, Rom. 2:15, feels that he must do something to 
right himself with God. Thus the heathen brings his sacrifices, 
and the self-righteous brings his works, both hoping that thereby 
they can put themselves into the good graces of God and escape 
their just punishment. 

And according to our way of thinking this is the only sensible 
thing to do. It is contrary to all reason that it should be other- 
wise. If I owe a debt, it is foolish to assume that my creditor or 
any one else will pay it for me. As I have sinned and am guilty 
before God, I must reconcile myself to Him by satisfying all the 
demands He may have against me. 


Man Cannot Reconcile Himself to God by His “Good Works.” — 
Does the fact that in 99 cases out of a 100 I am correct blot out 
the one mistake I made? Does the fact that I pay 99 per cent. 
of my debt also pay the 1 per cent. in which I default? Since God 
demands a 100-per-cent. obedience, how can I expect that a 
99-per-cent. obedience will cover the 1-per-cent. deficiency? God 
is perfect and holy, and He wants man to be likewise at all times. 
Hence, there is no time and opportunity left where any one could 
by some extra work make up a previous failure. If, after the 
Fall, Adam had lived a perfect life, this would not have blotted 
out his first transgression; the fact that he sinned would still stand 
against him. When Zacchaeus repaid fourfold those whom he had 
overcharged, this did not cancel from his record the fact that he 
had defrauded them. Men simply deceive themselves thinking 
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that by their “good works” they can atone for their evil works, 
There is no such thing that by some reputed opera supererogationis 
we may acquire a superfluous merit that will offset our short- 
comings and failures. “When you have done all those things which 
are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants; we have 
done that which was our duty to do,” Luke 17:10. Where a life 
of perfection is required, there is no opportunity to make up one 
imperfection. 

Sacrifices Offered by Men Are Ineffective.—It is true, God 
Himself appointed sin-sacrifices in the Old Testament, whereby 
atonement was to be made. However, we read: “It is impossible 
that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins,” Heb. 
10:4,11. “Will the Lord be pleased with thousands of rams or with 
ten thousands of rivers of oil? Shall I give my first-born for my 
transgression, the fruit of my body for the sins of my soul?” 
Micah 6:7. The constant repetition of the Old Testament sacrifices 
proved their ineffectiveness, Heb. 10:3; but they did again and 
again remind the people of the need of an atonement, and they 
foreshadowed a reconciliation which God Himself would effect in 
the fulness of time. While, therefore, guilty man ought indeed to 
reconcile himself to God, it is absolutely impossible for him to 
do so. “None of them can by any means redeem his brother nor 
give to God a ransom for him, for the redemption of their soul 
is precious, and it ceaseth forever,” Ps. 49:7,8. People who still 
think and teach so, simply do not understand the righteousness of 
God nor the righteousness He demands of men whom He is to 
receive into communion with Himself. “Except your righteous- 
ness shall exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, 
ye shall in no wise enter into the kingdom of heaven,” Matt. 5:20. 


The Reconciliation of Man Is the Work of God. — What man 
ought to have done but could not do God did for him. “God, who 
hath reconciled us to Himself,” 2 Cor.5:18; “God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself,” v.19. While this reconcilia- 
tion indeed vitally concerns man, he had no active part in it. 
We did not reconcile ourselves to God, nor did we help and co- 
operate with God in this matter. God purposed and planned it 
without our knowledge and consent, and He alone, without our 
assistance, carried it through to a successful end. “And you, that 
were sometime alienated and enemies in your mind by wicked 
works, yet now hath He reconciled in the body of His flesh,” Col. 
1:21, 22. The world at large was not only ignorant of what God 
was doing for them, but they were His enemies while He was 
reconciling them to Himself. 

Nor was this reconciliation motivated in the least by any 
merit or worthiness of man. Man had sinned, had offended God, 
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and had become His enemy. What was there that might possibly 
have induced God to reconcile this guilty, cursed man to Himself? 
Surely not human merit and worthiness. But the present and 
future misery man had brought on himself by his sin moved the 
compassion of God to save mankind. “But God commendeth His 
love toward us in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died 
for us.” “When we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by 
the death of His Son,” Rom. 5:8,10; John 3:16. Reconciliation, 
therefore, is in every respect a work of divine grace. 

That God intended to, and did, reconcile the world to Himself 
is a fact natural man does not and cannot know of himself. By no 
manner of scientific research, philosophic speculation, and dialectic 
reasoning is man able to discover this truth. It is “the hidden 
wisdom of God, whicn none of the princes of this world knew, 
but which God hath revealed to us by His Spirit,” 1 Cor. 2:7-10. 
For the very idea that God should reconcile the sinful world to 
Himself runs so contrary to our way of thinking that, even when 
we are told so, it is “foolishness” to us. For reason tells us that, 
since man has sinned, he must make amends and reconcile himself 
to God. The thought, therefore, that God has reconciled us to 
Himself can never originate in the mind of man. In no system of 
religion or philosophy do we find an inkling thereof. Without 
divine revelation, man could have no knowledge of this truth. 

Thus the reconciliation is indeed the work of God, planned and 
perfected without the cooperation, assent, and knowledge of man. 


Reconciliation by Jesus Christ.— God “hath reconciled us to 
Himself by Jesus Christ”; “God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world unto Himself,” 2 Cor. 5:18,19; “we were reconciled to God 
by the death of His Son,” Rom. 5:10; Eph. 2:13-16. It was the Son 
of God in whom and by whom this reconciliation was effected. 

As man was to be reconciled to God, it was necessary that 
he who would attempt to do this be a man himself, doing what 
man should have done and suffering what man should have suf- 
fered. Therefore we read of Christ: “For verily He took not on 
Him the nature of angels, but He took on Him the seed of 
Abraham. Wherefore in all things it behooved Him to be made 
like unto His brethren that He might be a merciful and faithful 
high priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation 
(propitiation) for the sins of the people,” Heb. 2:16,17. Thus “the 
Word was made flesh,” John 1:14; the Son of God was made of 
a woman, Gal. 4:4, He partook of our flesh and blood, Heb. 2:14. 

The Son of God did not merely become man, but more than 
that: He became our Substitute to take upon Himself our burden, 
to do in our place what we should have done, and to suffer in 
our stead what we should have suffered. This substitution is 
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clearly taught in all those texts which speak of the work of Christ 
as being done “for,” Greek, ixée, man, as in John 10:15; Gal. 
2:20; 3:13; Heb. 2:9; 5:1; 9:24. 

There were two things our Substitute had to do in order to 
reconcile us unto God: He had to fulfil the Law for us, and He 
had to suffer our punishment for us. 

To continue that harmonious and blissful relation with his 
Creator, it was necessary that man should have perfectly fulfilled 
the Law of his God. But in this he failed, and this failure stood 
between man and God, even as the failure to meet an obligation, 
to pay a debt, stands between the creditor and the debtor. To 
reconcile man to God, the first thing necessary, therefore, was that 
this obligation or debt be paid, that the Law be fulfilled to the 
full satisfaction of God. For as He Himself is holy, He demands 
that we likewise be holy and perfect, Lev. 19:2; Matt.5:48. To 
satisfy this demand of God’s holiness, our Substitute did what we 
should have done, He fulfilled the Law for us. “When the fulness 
of time was come, God sent forth His Son, made of a woman, made 
under the Law, to redeem them that were under the Law, that 
we might receive the adoption of sons,” Gal. 4:4,5. The fact that 
the Son of God was made man does, in itself, not mean that He is 
also under the Law; for God might assume a human nature and 
still remain exlex. But in this case the Son of God was also “put 
under the Law” to fulfil it, not for Himself, but for those who were 
under the Law. And He did make an end of the Law, Rom. 10:4, 
by fulfilling all righteousness, Matt. 3:15; 5:17. No one could 
accuse Him of sin, John 8:46; 1 Pet. 2:22; Rom. 14:5; even His 
Father was well pleased with Him, Matt.17:5. This active obe- 
dience, by which in man’s place Christ perfectly fulfilled the whole 
Law, was, as it were, the first instalment He paid toward our recon- 
ciliation with God. What God in His Law required of us, Christ 
as our Substitute rendered for us, fully satisfying the demands of 
God’s holiness. 

However, there was another matter that had to be righted 
before we could be reconciled to God. Man had actually sinned 
and deserved punishment. And the eternal justice of God demands 
that the penalty be paid, Gen. 2:17; Ezek. 18:20; Deut. 27:26; 
Rom. 6:23. It is a wrong conception of God, conflicting with the 
majesty of His justice, to think of Him as of an Eli, who “frowned 
not” upon the wickedness of his sons. No; our God is a jealous 
God, who will visit the iniquity upon them that do evil, Ex. 20:5; 
He is a consuming fire, Deut.4:24; He hates the workers of 
iniquity, Ps.5:4,5. It was, therefore, not enough that the Law be 
fulfilled for man; there still stood against him the fact that he 
had actually sinned, had offended God, and had merited punish- 
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ment. Even as he who fails to pay his taxes must not only pay 
them in full but must also pay the penalty, so there could be no 
reconciliation with God unless the penalty of our sins be paid to 
the uttermost farthing. 

Here again Christ takes our place. All sins of men were 
charged to Him, Is. 53:6; John 1:29; 2 Cor. 5:20, and were also 
punished in Him, Is. 53:5; 1 Pet. 2:24. He was made a curse for us, 
Gal. 3:13, tasted death for every man, Heb. 2:9, died for all, 2 Cor. 
5:15, and was the Propitiation for the sins of the world, 1 John 2:2. 
Thus it was that we were reconciled to God by the death of His 
Son, Rom.5:10; Eph. 2:14-16. This passive obedience was the 
second part of the ransom Christ paid toward our reconciliation 
with God. 

Lest any one should think that this redemption by Christ was 
limited to certain ones, a select few, the Bible is very explicit 
in stating that Christ gave Himself a ransom for all, 1 Tim. 2:6, 
that He bore the sins of the world, John 1:29, and that in Him the 
world is reconciled to God, 2 Cor. 5:19. 

That by the work of Christ the reconciliation of the world was 
actually accomplished is evidenced by the fact that God was in 
Christ, 2 Cor.5:19. Christ, indeed, was true man, taking man’s 
place and carrying man’s burden. But He was not merely man; 
He was God, 1John 5:20. What Christ did, God did. In Christ 
God Himself fulfilled the Law for us; in Christ God Himself paid 
the penalty of our guilt. God did not merely assist this man 
Christ in His efforts to reconcile us to Himself, but “God was in 
Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself.” Let us be very sure 
of this point, lest it may still be doubtful whether the life and death 
of Christ really was sufficient to accomplish the task. But the 
text is very clear. There can be no doubt about it that it was God 
Himself who in Christ reconciled the world to Himself. This being 
the case, it necessarily follows that the reconciliation must be 
perfect and complete and absolutely satisfactory to God, who cer- 
tainly would not effect a reconciliation which did not fully meet 
all His demands. And in order to assure us that the reconciliation 
was indeed accomplished by the life and death of His Son, God 
raised Him from the dead, Rom. 4:25. For if the least were still 
wanting, Christ would not have risen, 1Cor.15:17. But God 
did raise up Christ, Acts 2:32; hence our Substitute must have 
done, to the full satisfaction of God, all that was required of us. 

Objective Reconciliation Is an Accomplished Fact. — The 
Scriptures do not speak of reconciliation as of a future eventuality, 
depending on something man still must do, but as of a fact, finished 
and completed in the past. “God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world unto Himself”; “God, who hath reconciled us to Himself,” 
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2 Cor. 5:19,18. “We were reconciled to God by the death of His 
Son,” Rom. 5:10. Even as the redemption by Christ is an accom- 
plished fact, which the unbelief of man cannot undo, so the result 
of this redemption, namely, the reconciliation, is an accomplished 
fact, which is not dependent on the faith or the unbelief of man. 
“If we believe not, yet He abideth faithful; He cannot deny Him- 
self,” 2 Tim. 2:13. A person may deny that Christ redeemed him; 
still this does not undo the fact that he was bought by the blood 
of Christ, 2 Pet.2:1. He may not believe that he is reconciled to 
God; nevertheless, the fact remains that God was in Christ, recon- 
ciling the world unto Himself, 2 Cor. 5:19. By his unbelief a person 
will make the redemption and reconciliation without effect as far 
as it concerns him personally, but he can thereby not annul the 
fact. Personally the reconciliation benefits us only when it is 
accepted in faith; objectively all men are reconciled unto God by 
Jesus Christ, whether they believe it or not. 


The immediate result of this reconciliation is expressed in the 
words of Paul “not imputing their trespasses unto them,” 2 Cor. 
5:19. “Them” refers to the world, the people in the world. There- 
fore, as far as God is concerned, He has forgiven all sins to all men. 
The act of forgiving sin on the part of God is not held in abeyance, 
pending the repentance of man. The effect of Christ’s work was 
not merely this, that God would now be ready and willing to forgive 
if man should ask for forgiveness; but because of the redemption 
in Christ all sins are even now forgiven. Because Christ is the 
Propitiation for the sins of the whole world, 1 John 2:2, therefore 
by His righteousness the free gift came upon all men unto justifi- 
cation of life, Rom. 5:18. 

While it is true that only the believer has the forgiveness of 
sins, his faith does not contribute anything towards the objective 
forgiveness on the part of God; it is only a means by which the 
individual applies to himself personally what is objectively ready 
for him. Even as the food is ready before it is eaten, so the for- 
giveness of sins is ready before it is believed. The act of forgiving 
sins on the part of God is not a future contingency or possibility, 
pending certain requirements we must fulfil; but it is an accom- 
plished fact that happened in the past, when God was in Christ, 
reconciling the worid to Himself, not imputing their trespasses 
unto them. 

There are some very erroneous notions afloat concerning this 
point, some holding that God is indeed ready to forgive but that 
He will not do so until a person repents and believes. The idea 
seems to be, first man must repent of his sins, then he must believe 
and ask for forgiveness, and, following this, God does forgive. Quite 
naturally we ask, What should a man believe? Should he first 
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believe that God will forgive, and must he then, when God has 
forgiven, believe that God has forgiven? The fact of the matter 
is this: for Christ’s sake God has forgiven all sins, and this fact 
the individual must believe and thus make the objective forgiveness 
his own. Faith does not achieve, effect, forgiveness, nor does it 
move God to forgive; it merely puts us into possession of the for- 
giveness that is there and ready for us. With respect to the for- 
giveness of sins the words of Christ apply “Come, for all things are 
now ready,” Luke 14:17. Forgiveness of sins is not promised to us 
as a future blessing, to be hoped for; but it is proclaimed as an 
accomplished fact, to be believed. It is a grievous mistake to think 
that our repentance and faith is the final thing that determines 
God to forgive us our sins. No; they were forgiven, not imputed, 
when God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself. 
There is nothing man can or must do to complete this reconcilia- 
tion, no condition which he must fulfil before God will blot out 
and forgive his sins. Christ has done all that was necessary. 
The work is finished. The handwriting that was against us is 
blotted out, Col. 2:14. Reconciliation and forgiveness are objective 
facts that cannot be affected, changed, invalidated, or canceled 
by the personal attitude of man; they remain facts whether we 
accept and believe them or ignore and reject them, Rom. 3:3. The 
sun shines no matter what men think about it. 

This objective reconciliation, forgiveness, or justification, is 
a fundamental truth, and any error in this is necessarily reflected 
in the doctrines of the means of grace and of salvation by faith. 

Reconciliation Revealed in the Gospel.— While this recon- 
ciliation vitally concerns man (for it was man that was reconciled 
to God), no human being has of himself any knowledge thereof, 
it took place in the heart and the court of God. Study and research 
and philosophic thinking will not lead man to discover this truth. 
Concerning this point Paul writes: “We speak the wisdom of God 
in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom, which God ordained before 
the world unto our glory, which none of the princes of this world 
knew; for had they known it, they would not have crucified the 
Lord of glory. But as it is written, Eye hath not seen nor ear heard, 
neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God 
hath prepared for them that love Him. But God hath revealed 
them unto us by His Spirit; for the Spirit searcheth all things, 
yea, the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the things 
of man save the spirit of man which is in him? Even so the things 
of God knoweth no man but the Spirit of God,” 1 Cor. 2:7-11. 

God must reveal to us what He has done for us; He must tell 
men that He has reconciled the world unto Himself and does not 
impute their trespasses unto them. And this He has done in the 
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Bible. In none of the so-called sacred books of the world do we 
find this truth except in the Gospel of Christ, which Paul therefore 
calls “the Word of Reconciliation,” 2 Cor. 5:19. This Word of Re- 
conciliation is based on the fact of reconciliation. It does not 
inform us how we may reconcile ourselves to God, prescribing 
various means and methods by which this may be done. This 
would be making a new Law out of the Gospel. But it proclaims 
the fact that in Christ the world is reconciled to God, the fact 
that for Christ’s sake God does not impute sins but has forgiven 
them to all men. Preaching the Gospel, therefore, does not mean 
telling men that, pending the fulfilment of certain conditions on 
their part, a reconciliation will be effected and sins be forgiven; 
but it means to proclaim the reconciliation and the forgiveness of 
sins as accomplished facts. Whoever hedges in the proclamation 
of this fact with all manner of conditions virtually destroys this fact. 

Even faith must not be regarded as a condition of the message. 
For the act of forgiving our sins and the message that they are 
forgiven do not follow our faith, nor are they contingent upon it, 
but they precede our faith. Our sins were forgiven in Christ before 
we believed, yea, before we were born. “God was in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses 
unto them,” 2Cor.5:19. The past tense of the verb shows that 
the entire action does not take place in the present, that it will not 
take place in the future, but that it has taken place in the past. 
If, therefore, we tell sinners, no matter who they may be, “Your 
sins are forgiven,” we are simply stating a fact. The act of for- 
giving precedes the proclamation of this fact, and this, in turn, 
precedes the acceptance of this fact by faith. 

This proclamation of forgiveness is at the same time, just 
because it is a proclamation, an offer. Proclaim and declare 
a prisoner free, and you thereby offer freedom to him. Likewise 
the Gospel proclaims to the world the great reconciliation with 
God; it proclaims forgiveness, deliverance, and freedom to all that 
groan under the burden of their guilt; and thereby it actually 
offers and confers all these blessings to them. Let us beware that we 
do not encumber this offered pardon with all manner of conditions, 
but let us preach the glad tidings of joy to all people, telling them: 
“God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself, not im- 
puting their trespasses unto them.” 

Reconciliation Must be Accepted by Faith.— What God has 
prepared in Christ and is offering in the Gospel He wants all men 
to have and enjoy. “God will have all men to be saved and to 
come unto the knowledge of the truth,” 1 Tim. 2:4. However, He 
will not force His blessings upon any one against his will, Matt. 
23:37; Acts 7:51. The fact that dinner is ready and that all the 
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members of the household are called to come does not prove that 
all will come and partake of the repast. The fact that a general 
amnesty is proclaimed does not prove that each individual will 
also enjoy the blessings thereof; for he may still retain and nurse 
in his heart the same old rebellious and hostile spirit. The fact 
that in Christ all the world is reconciled to God and that in the 
Gospel forgiveness of sins is proclaimed and offered to all men 
does not mean that all men will also have and enjoy this forgive- 
ness; for there are those who for some reason or other will spurn 
this offered gift, and through unbelief make the promise of God 
of none effect as far as it concerns them, Heb. 4:2. Whatever God 
has done and is doing for the salvation of man becomes unprofitable 
to him who does not believe. 

However, when God tells us: “Come, for all things are now 
ready,” Luke 14:17, He certainly wants each individual to come 
and personally to take and to receive what is prepared for him. 
A meal is prepared that it should be eaten; reconciliation and for- 
giveness is prepared and offered that men should accept it. For this 
reason Paul says: “Now, then, we are ambassadors for Christ, as 
though God did beseech you by us; we pray you in Christ’s stead, 
Be ye reconciled to God,” 2 Cor. 5:20. If God had not first recon- 
ciled the world unto Himself by the life and death of His Son, 
it would simply be impossible for any sinner personally to “be 
reconciled to God.” For his failure to keep the Law and his many 
transgressions of the Law would always stand between him and 
God, and the consciousness of his guilt would prevent him from 
having any other feeling in his heart than fear and hatred of Him 
whose just punishment he has deserved. But since God has in 
Christ reconciled the world unto Himself, the way is cleared that 
also the guilty sinner may now “be reconciled to God.” And that 
this be so is the will of God. For this reason He beseeches, entreats, 
and prays us through His ambassadors, “Be ye reconciled to God.” 
Man should, on his part, now change his inimical attitude toward 
God, should accede to the reconciliation Christ achieved and re- 
joice in the reestablished communion with his God. 

But how is man to accept this reconciliation and forgiveness? 
The means whereby man accepts must be a correlate to the means 
whereby God offers these blessings. And since they are offered 
to us in the Word of Reconciliation, the unconditional promise of 
the Gospel, there is no other possible way of accepting them than 
by faith. “For just as we have above said that the promise and 
faith stand in reciprocal relation and that the promise is not ap- 
prehended unless by faith, so we here say that the promised mercy 
correlatively requires faith and cannot be apprehended without 
faith.” Apol., Art. III, 203, Trigl., p. 209, 210. 
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We must clearly differentiate between these two statements, 
that all sins of all men are forgiven and that the individual has 
the forgiveness of all his sins, even as we distinguish between 
a meal that is prepared and a meal that is actually eaten. It is 
one thing that God reconciled the world to Himself and forgave 
all sins, and it is quite another thing what manner of attitude man 
takes toward this fact. He either accepts this reconciliation or he 
declines it; he either wants forgiveness of his sins, or he does not. 
Whoever is confronted with the promise of grace and forgiveness 
cannot remain neutral; he either believes it, or he does not. 

A man who will not partake of the food that is offered him is 
not benefited thereby; likewise the fact that God reconciled the 
world to Himself, forgiving their trespasses, does not profit any 
man who for some reason or other will not accept and apply it 
to himself. “For unto us was the Gospel preached as well as unto 
them; but the Word preached did not profit them, not being mixed 
with faith in them that heard it,” Heb. 4:2. By his unbelief man 
cannot invalidate the fact and the promise of his forgiveness 
(Rom. 3:3); but thereby he does exclude himself from it, and thus 
he makes it ineffective as far as it concerns him. At my refusal 
to eat the food does not disappear, but I do not get the benefit 
thereof. 


Subjective Reconciliation by Faith.— When Paul beseeches us, 


“Be ye reconciled to God,” he does not mean to say that, after 
God has done His part, we must now do our part to perfect this 
reconciliation. No; God has done all that was to be done, and He 
freely offers reconciliation and forgiveness to all men. Even the 
faith by which one accepts this offer does not supply some lack 
or deficiency in the reconciliation Christ has wrought, nor does it 
in any sense merit the offered gift or make us worthy of it. Faith 
is only a means by which man apprehends and applies to himself 
personally what God offers to all men in general. And faith is 
the only means by which this can be done. 

The very moment that a person believingly and trustingly lays 
hold of the objective reconciliation, which God wrought in Christ, 
he is personally reconciled to God; the moment he accepts the 
forgiveness of sins as offered in the Gospel, he has this forgiveness; 
the moment he believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, such as 
he knows himself to be, his faith is counted for righteousness, 
Rom. 4:5, and he is personally justified, Rom. 3:28. As far as my 
sins are concerned, they were fully atoned for by Christ and com- 
pletely forgiven by God long before I believed, but by faith I lay 
hold of, and possess myself of, this forgiveness. Therefore he that 
believes the words of God’s offer has what they say and ex- 
press, namely, the forgiveness of sins. And he has it as long as 
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he believes, but he forfeits everything the moment he loses faith. 
Justification by faith, then, does not mean that my faith contributes 
something towards my justification before God, but it merely means 
that I apply the proclamation of universal justification to myself. 
And this is exactly what God wants all men to do when He calls 
upon them, “Be ye reconciled to God.” 

Faith in the Message is Produced by the Message. — When 
thus by faith a man is personally reconciled to God, a great change 
has indeed taken place in his attitude toward God. There is no 
longer enmity, fear, and distrust, but trust and confidence, hope 
and joy. However, such change of heart is not in any sense pro- 
duced by man’s own thinking and willing. Emotions are not the 
product of reason and will, but of ideas and thoughts. And the 
ideas and thoughts which create in us the faith that our sins are 
forgiven we get from the Gospel. These truths appeal favorably 
to him who realizes his lost condition. Thus it is that the message 
which offers forgiveness creates the faith by which we accept this 
forgiveness. For this reason Paul says: “So, then, faith cometh 
by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God,” Rom.10:17. And 
Christ says: “Which shall believe on Me through their word,” 
John 17:20. 

But more than this. Not only do the offered blessings induce 
man to accept them; but since they are offered in God’s Word, 
there is operative in this Word the power of God, Heb. 4:12. Hence 
the faith by which man is personally reconciled to, and justified 
before, God is “of the operation of God,” Col. 2:12. 

Such Faith Presupposes Repentance. — He who does not know 
his sins or who does not repent of them is not ready to accept 
the promise of forgiveness. He believes himself to be whole and 
sees no need of a physician, Matt. 9:12; he is not hungry and there- 
fore desires no food. His heart is like a hard-trodden path, where 
the seed of the Word cannot strike roots. The necessary pre- 
requisite for faith is sincere heartfelt sorrow, Ps.51:17; for faith 
cannot exist in an impenitent heart. Therefore Christ says: 
“Repent and believe the Gospel,” Mark 1:15. Only those who are 
of a “broken and contrite heart” will appreciate the offer of for- 
giveness and be ready to be reconciled to God. Where the Law 
has not prepared the way, the Gospel cannot enter. The Law must 
crush the proud and self-righteous heart and drive it to despair, 
that the Gospel may comfort and strengthen and establish it 
in faith. 

But such repentance does not contribute anything towards our 
reconciliation with God. The tears one may shed over his sins 
do not move God to forgive these sins, nor do they make the sinner 
worthy of the gift of forgiveness. There is no merit whatever 
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in man’s repentance. Our reconciliation was effected by Christ 
before we repented. “When we were enemies, we were reconciled 
to God by the death of His Son,” Rom.5:10. Neither is repentance 
a condition (Bedingung) of the Gospel-promise; God does not 
promise and offer forgiveness on the condition that man first 
repent and believe. The promise of grace is free and universal, 
addressed to all men, penitent and impenitent, believers and un- 
believers, Mark 16:15; Heb.4:2. But repentance is a necessary 
condition (Zustand) of the heart, without which faith is impos- 
sible. Man simply cannot from the heart believe that God has 
forgiven him all his sins while at the same time he loves his sins 
and intends to continue therein. 

This also answers the question whether it is not dangerous to 
teach that all sins are forgiven, that forgiveness is freely offered 
to all men in the Gospel, and that it is ours by faith. May not 
men say, “Surely we gladly believe this and assure ourselves of 
this forgiveness, but at the same time we intend to continue in our 
sinful ways”? Rom.6:1. This is impossible in those who through 
faith have been personally reconciled to God. For while it is true 
that by the objective reconciliation God has wrought a change in 
the relation between Himself and man,—for by the obedience of One 
many were constituted righteous, Rom. 5:19, — it is also true that 
by the personal reconciliation through faith the individual also 
changes his attitude toward God. Man cannot accept the recon- 
ciliation God offers to him in His Gospel and at the same time 
continue in his enmity against God. One cannot truly appreciate 
the love of God while he continues to hate Him. The sins of all 
men are indeed forgiven, and this forgiveness is ours by faith; 
but this faith cannot live in a heart that loves sin. One may have 
learned from the Gospel that his sins are forgiven and still con- 
tinue wilfully in his evil ways; but no one can do this who from 
the heart believes that his sins are forgiven. 

Because of his Old Adam also a believer sins daily; but, like 
Paul, Rom. 7:14, he grieves over this; with respect to his daily 
sins his life is a constant repentance. However, love of sin is quite 
a different matter; it is an attitude of the heart that cannot 
coexist with the attitude of trust and confidence in the forgiving 
grace of God. It is enmity against God, Rom. 8:7, the very opposite 
of what is expressed in the words “Be ye reconciled to God.” To be 
personally reconciled to God by faith necessarily includes this 
change of heart that man will avoid sin and follow after right- 
eousness. 

Results of Personal Reconciliation. — By such faith in the re- 
conciliation effected by Christ we have become personally recon- 
ciled to God. There is in our mind no longer that enmity against 
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God, Rom. 8:7, but we love Him who loved us first, 1 John 4:19. 
Spiritually we have reentered into that original harmonious rela- 
tion to God which was broken off by sin. “Being justified by faith, 
we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom 
we also have access by faith into the grace wherein we stand and 
rejoice in hope of the glory of God,” Rom.5:1,2. We are again 
God’s children, Gal. 3:26, and there is nothing that can separate 
us from the love of God, Rom. 8:38, 39. Being children of God, we 
are heirs of God, Rom. 8:17, looking forward to the consummation 
of a glorious hope, 1 Pet. 1:3-5. 


In appreciation of what God has done for us, reconciling us to 
Himself and forgiving all our sins, and of what He will still do for 
us, delivering us from every evil and preserving us unto His 
heavenly kingdom, we consecrate our lives to His service, avoid- 
ing what may displease Him and following after those things that 
please Him. This faith will so permeate our thinking, wishing, and 
doing that also in our lives there will be an initial renewing of the 
image of God in righteousness and true holiness. Indeed, we shall 
not be as perfect in our lives as Adam and Eve were before the 
Fall; for that sinful corruption which is ours by the fall of Adam 
clings to us until death. But as long as the assurance that we are 
reconciled to God by Christ lives in our hearts, there will also be 
that urge, drive, and power to overcome sin and to abound in good 
works, for invariably faith worketh by love, Gal. 5:6. 

And finally, in the moment we “die in the Lord,” Rev. 14:13, we 
shall receive the end of our faith, 1 Pet. 1:9, and in the presence of 
the Lord we shall enjoy unspeakable bliss, Ps. 16:11. Then, at last, 
shall the purpose of the reconciliation be fully consummated, and 
the union and communion with our God, once so cruelly disrupted 
by sin, will be perfectly reestablished, and we shall be with the 
Lord forevermore, 1 Thess. 4:17. 


River Forest, IIl. E. W. A. KoEHLER 
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Cntwiirfe iiber die von der Synodalfonferenz angenommene 
Cpiftelreihe 


Bweiter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Hebr. 13, 1—9a 


Veim Nachdenfen iiber diefen Text bleiben unfere Wugen hangen an 
B.8. Biel Veranderung, Wedjel, aber hier nicht. JEfus ijt derfelbe 
in Cwigfeit. Nicht nur in feiner Perfon, fondern auch in feiner Lehre. 
Gottes Wort bleibt in Cwigkeit. YEju Lehre gilt nicht nur fiir eine 
beftimmte Zeit, fondern fiir alle Zeiten. Wie Gottes Wort die Menfdjen 
befehreibt, fo find fie bis and Ende der Welt. Die Menfdjen unferer 
Tage haben denfelben Trojt, diefelbe Belehrung, diefelbe Ermahnung, 
diefelbe Strafe nétig wie diejenigen fritherer Zeiten. 

Hier ijt das Fefte, das Unveranderlide in dem Wedhfel, Gottes 
Wort, weil e3 das Wort des etvigen YCfus ijt. Die torichte, aus dem 
Hosgmut fommende Behauptung, dagB der moderne Menfd eine andere 
Lehre, eine andere Religion braude. Nicht fo. Chrijtus andert fid 
night. Gein Wort bleibt wahr. Daber dabei bleiben. 


»OErr, erhalte und dein Wort!” 


1. Qehre uns daraus deinen Hheiligen Willen er- 
fennen und tunl 


2. Gib un$ dagu dDurd dein Wort die Kraft deiner 
Grnadel 
1 

B.1. €8 ijt der heilige Wille des eigen YEfus, da Chrijten 
einanbder lieben follen. Darin ihrem Heilande nadfolgen. Die Liebe ijt 
des Gefebes Erfiillung. ,Die Liebe tut dem Nadhjten nichts Bofes.” 
Sie ijt eine gewaltige Macht gum Guten, V.2. So aufert fich die Liebe. 
Abrahams Veifpiel, V.3. Viel Gelegenheit, folche Liebe gu iiben. Die 
Chrijtenverfolgungen damals. Auch heute gilt dies Gebot, diefe Er- 
mahnung. Ach, wie wenig Liebe geigen wir Chriften oft! Wie twenig 
find wir doch darin unferm OHeiland abnlid! 

B.4. Der Cheftand ijt Gottes Cinridtung. Widtig fiir das Wohl 
der Menfden. Nicht daran riitteln. Der Biwed der Che ift Fort- 
pflangung, Vermeidung der Ungudt. Viele Menfden veradhten diefe 
gottliche Cinridtung, fehen darin eine Feffel; wollen volle Freiheit. Die 
Che foll leicht gelojt werden fonnen. Man will feinen RKinderfegen. 
Sunge Leute twollen ihren Liiften fronen. Die weltliden Vergniigungen 
find dDarauf eingericdtet (Tanz). Aber lakt euch warnen! Das Geridt 
fommt. ,6€rr, erhalte uns dein Wort!“ Lehre uns deinen }eiligen 
Willen! 

&. 5. Wir follen den irdifden Befi nicht iiberfdagen, follen 
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lernen, gufrieden gu fein mit dem, was uns Gott gibt. Aberfdhabung der 
irdifden Giiter ift auf Mangel an Gottvertrauen guriicgufiihren. Da- 
her immer beffer lernen gu beten: ,,Wler Augen marten auf dich” uftw. 

%.6. Diefen herrliden Croft follen tir ftets vor Augen haben und 
fo unfer Herg fret madjen von dem unglaubigen, gobendienerijdjen Geis. 
Dagu ijt aber die Velehrung und Ermahnung aus Gottes Wort nitig. 
Daher unfere Bitte: ,OHErr, erhalte uns dein Wort!” Lehre uns 
deinen Geiligen Willen. Aber dagu mu fommen die Kraft der Gnade. 


2 


BY. 7. Dies ijt notig, um fo leben gu fonnen, wie eben gefagt. Wir 
miiffen diejenigen achten und ehren, die un3 das Wort Gottes fagen. 
Gonjt nehmen wir ja ihre Velehrung nidt an. Miijfen auf fie adhten, 
3.8. Paulus und auf die andern Apoftel, auf Luther, Walther ufiw. 
Seht auf ihren GlaubenSmut, ihren Cifer! Gie haben bis an ihr Ende 
ifren Glauben befannt. Yhnen nadfolgen. 

%.8. Aber nur das find die rechten Lehrer, die den etwigen FEfus 
Chrijtus gepredigt haben, fo wie twir e3 in der Erflarung des giveiten 
UArtifelS gelernt haben. Das ijt das einzig Ridtige. Nur das fann 
helfen. Mur das gibt uns Kraft. BV.9. BVermeiden wir dies, und horen 
wir nicjt auf etwas andere3 al8 auf Gottes Wort] Cs fommt eben 
Darauf an, daB das Herz feft, im Glauben ftarf werde gur GHeiliqung. 
Das gefdhieht nur durch die Gnade, die in Chrijto ijt. Reine fremde 
Lehre fann da im geringften helfen. Brembde Lehre fann nur verderben, 
weil fie bom Teufel fommt. Daher das Gebet: ,.HErr, erhalte uns dein 
Wort!“ Lehre un deinen heiligen Willen und gib uns die Kraft deiner 
Gnade! H. 3. Bouman 


Dritter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
1 Tim. 1, 8—17 


Paulus ermahnt den jungen Pajtor Timotheus, die ihm anver- 
trauten Seelen bor falfden Lehrern gu warnen, BV. 3.4. — Alle falfde 
Lehre hat ihren lekten Grund in Unfenntnis der gtwet Hauptlehren der 
Geiligen Schrift, de Gefebes und de3 Evangelium, und in der Ver 
mifdung diefer beiden, BV. 7. Das ift heute nod fo mahr mie Zu de3 
Upoftels Zeit. Von der rechten Exrfenntnis und Sdeidung diefer Lehren 
hangt die Seligfeit der Menfdjen ab. (Vgl. Walther, ,,Gefek und Cvanz 
gelium”, auch Luthers Predigten iiber Gal.3 und 1 Tim. 1, 3—11. 
St. 2. Wusg., Bd. IX.) 

Nur in der Schule de3 Geiligen Geijtes und feines Wortes lernt 
man diefe Lehren und deren rechten Gebraud. Unfer Lert ein herrlider 
Unterridt. 


DeS Apojtels Unterweifung vom Gefes und Cvangelium 
1. Vom Gefes 2. Vom Evangelium 
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1 


A. B. 8. Das Gefeb ijt an fic gut. E83 ijt Gottes Wort, die Offen- 
barung feines heiligen Willens. C8 ijt die eine vollfommene GCitten- 
lehre. Wie feicht im Vergleich mit dem gottliden Gefeg alle menfdhlige, 
pharifaijhe Sittenlehre! — Yedod mu das Gefeb recht gebraudt 
werden, voninws, fo, tie Gott e3 gebraudt haben will. €8 foll dem 
bon Gott beabfichtigten Btwece dienen. Wie das gefchieht, gcigt der 
WApojtel. 

B. B.9a. Das Gefew als folches, mit all feinen Forderungen, 
Drohungen und Fliichen, ijt nicht fiir den Geredhten gegeben, das Heift, 
fiir den durd den Glauben an C§Hrijtum geredtfertigten Chrijten. 
Chrijtus hat ihn ja vollfommen erldjt bom Gejeb, hat e3 vollfommen 
fiix ihn erfillt, Gal. 4,4; er bat auch fiir ihn den Fluch des Gefebes 
getragen, Gal. 3,13. Go ijt Chrijtus des Gefebes Ende, Rom. 10, 4. 
(Siehe Sticfhardt gu diefer Stelle.) — Freilich dient das Gejeb den 
Geredjten als herrlide Regel, nach der fie als liebe Kinder Gottes ihrem 
Gott und Heiland dienen in der B.5 befchriebenen Liebe. Aber als 
Gejeb ijt e3 den Geredhten nicht gegeben. — Man twende dies auf 
modernen Mipverjtand an. 


C. B.9b.10. Das Gefeb ijt den Ungeredten gegeben, den ficheren 
Giindern, und gwar nicht nur den groben Fleifdesdienern, fondern aud 
den auperlich ehrbaren Giindern, twie e3 der Apoftel vor feiner Be- 
fehrung getvejfen war. Den Ungeredhten foll das Gefeb dienen a. als 
Riegel. (S. Luther, St. L. IX, 874.) b. Vor allen Dingen als Spiegel. 
&8 foll jie zur Erfenninis ihrer Giinden und ihres verlornen und ver- 
Dammten Zujtandes bringen, ihre Herzen mit Schrecen erfiillen, fo dap 
fie Dem Rerfermeifter gu Philippi gleich werden, Act. 16,30. Das ift der 
pornehinfte Bivec, dem das Gefeb dienen foll. Wenn der Siinder da- 
Durch zur Vergweiflung an fich felbjt und allen feinen eigenen Werfen 
gebracht tvorden ift, Dann at er e3 vopipwcs, recht, gebraucht, Rim. 3, 20. 

Freilid, auch die ,Geredhten” miiffen taglich in diefen Spiegel 
fdauen und ftets ihre gange Hoffnung de Himmels feben auf Chrijtum, 
den Siinderheiland, den da3 fiige Cbangelium offenbart. 


2 

Der Apojtel ijt bet feiner Aufzahlung und Vefdreibung der Un- 
gerecdjten zur Crahnung der Heilfamen Lehre und de3 Ehangeliums ge- 
fommen, B.10b.11. Und da flieBt ihm, tie immer, Herz und Mund 
itber in begeijtertem Qubel iiber dad herrlide Evangelium, deffen felig- 
macende Kraft er an fich felbft erfabren hatte und deffen Verkiindigung 
er als ein berrlides Vorrecht riihmt. Yn inniger Freude tweift er hin 

A. auf den foftliden Snhalt de Eoangeliums, V.15. Das war 
ein feliger Tag fiir ihn gewefen, als JEfus fich ihm auf dem Wege nad 
Damastus geoffenbart und ihn dann zum Apoftel berufen hatte. Die 
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wpunderbare Gnade Gottes in Chrifto, dad ijt Ynhalt de3 Cvangeliums. 
Reine Forderung, feine Drohung, fondern nur gute, frohe, felige Bot- 
fdaft, Joh. 3,16. Man jtreice dies in der Predigt recht heraus! 

B. Der Apoftel teift hin auf die Gewifheit des Cvangeliums. Cs 
ift je gewiblich mabr, glaubwiirdig, guverlaffig. Dabon war der Apojtel 
auf dem Wege nach Damastus und feither gittlich ibergeugt, und ihm 
verdanfen twir die herrlidjten Beugnifje von der Wahrheit des Coan- 
geliums und der dadurd getwirkten Glaubensgewipheit, Rim. 8, 38. 39; 
2 Tim. 1,12. — Auf dies Evangelium diirfen alle armen Giinder ge- 
{rojt ihre Hoffnung fegen im Leben und im Sterben. 

C. Die twwiedergebarende und erneuernde Kraft de3 Cvangeliums. 
Die hatte wahrlic&) der Apoftel an fich felbft erfahren. Xhn, den Unz 
jwijfenden, geiftlich Blinden, hatte KEfus durch feine Offenbarung, fein 
Cvangelium, erleuchtet. (Untwiffenheit, BV. 13, nicht Entfchuldigung oder 
gar teilwweife Erflarung feiner Befehrung! Vielmehr der Hintergrund, 
bon dem die erleuchtende, befehrende Kraft de3 Changeliums um fo 
flarer abjtrablt.) Wus einem bitteren Feind, BV. 13, hatte ihn das Chan- 
gelium umgetwandelt gu einem treuen Diener Gotte3. Kurz, der Apojtel 
felbjt cin Herborragendes Beifpiel fiir die Kraft de3 Evangeliums, von 
dem er aus feiner eigenen Crfahrung riihmt, Rim. 1, 16. 

Anwendungen ergeben fis. Dies Changelium ijt heute noch die 
einzige Hoffnung einer verlornen Giinderiwelt fiir Beit und Emigfeit und 
die Verfiindigung desfelben die midhtigite und feligite Wufgabe, der ge- 
rettete Siinder getvitrdigt werden fonnen. 


Sdhlup: B.17. Wug. F¥. Vernthal 


Vierter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Wp oft. 7, 54 bis 8, 4 

Lied 397, 1. Dies ift nicht poetifde itbertreibung, fondern Sdhrift- 
lehre. Pf. 90, 5.6; Rim. 6,23. Dies lehrt auch die Erfahrung. Wie 
oft miiffen wir nicht beobadhten, mie die Reihen fich lichten, mie ein 
Glied der Familie, ein Schulfamerad, ein Arbeitsgenoffe nad) dem 
andern durch den Tod abgerufen wird. 

Aber tie verfdiedenartig fterben nicht die Menfdjen. Viele fterben 
ohne viel Sdmergen, ohne lange3 Leiden. Andere find jahrelang franf, 
miiffen fehr viel leiden, ehe fie fterben. Zutveilen fiben Leute jahrgehnte- 
lang bilflos in einem Rollftuhl, ehe Gott fie abruft. 

Sn den Worten de Tertes wird uns ein eigenartiger Tod be- 
jhrieben. C8 ift der Tod des erjten chriftliden Martyrer3, de3 Ste- 
phanus. Gr jtarb nicht, wie die meiften Chriften, in feinem Bette, jon- 
dern er ftarb unter gang eigenartigen Verhaltnifjen als ein Beuge feines 
Heilandes. Nicht allen Chrijten ijt ein foldes Ende gugedadht. Aber 
wit fonnen bon diefem Tod des erften Martyrers der chriftlidjen Kirche 
biel Ternen. 
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Der eigenartige Tod des erften riftliden Miartyrers 

1. €3 war ein fdredlider, graufamer Tod 

2. €$ war aber dDennod ein fehr finer Tod 

3. Diefer Tod hatte gewaltige und wunderfame 

gsolgen 
1 

A. Surge BSefdhreibung de3 Stephanus, feiner Perfon, feiner Wirk- 
famfeit, Rap. 6,5.8. Die Feinde bradten ifn vor den Hohen Rat und 
flagten ifn durch falfde Beugen an, Rap. 6,13. €3 ging dem Stepha- 
nus geradefo twie dem Heiland. Gott gab ihm befonderen Beiftand, 
Kap. 6,15, gab ibm aud Mut und Weisbheit, ich wohl gu verteidigen, 
Kap. 7,2—53. Am Schluk feiner Rede fagte er den Feinden gang aus- 
Driidlich, Dak fie in die Fubtapfen ihrer Vater getreten und dak fie die 
Méirder und Verrater des Geredhten getworden feien, Rap. 7,51—53. 

B. Die Folgen diefer Unflage de3 Stephanus. VB. 54 und 56. Die 
Worte de3 Stephanus gingen ihnen durchs Herz. Ym Urtert wird der- 
felbe Wusdrud gebraucht wie Hebr. 11,37, der fo viel bedeutet twie zer- 
fagt, gerfchnitten twerden. Gie ftellten fic) an wie Leute, die beinabe 
ibren BVerjtand verloren haben. Gie fnirfdten die BZahne Zzufammen. 
WS etwas fpater, V.55, Stephanus das twunderbare Geficht hatte, da 
briillten fie wie die Lien, BV. 56, um diefen Blutzeugen de3 HErrn gu 
iiberjdjreien. Gie hielten ihre Oren Zu, damit fie nichts mehr bhorten. 
Gie jtiirmten auf ihn 108, als ob fie ihn gerreigen twollten. €3 follte 
ein GerichtSverfahren fein, aber diefe ehrbaren Ridter jtellten jich an wie 
wildes Pobelvolf. C3 geht noch oft ahnlich bei den Feinden de3 Heilandes 
_ und der criftlicien Kirche. Weil das Recht nicht auf ihrer Seite ijt, fo 
maden fie viel Larm, fdreien viel, greifen gu Getwalttaten. Bolfdje- 
wijten in Rupland. 

C. Der fohredlide Tod des Stephanus. C3 war fdhredlid genug, 
fo behandelt gu werden, wie er behandelt twurde; aber fdreclicer nod 
twar e3, hinausgetrieben und bor der Stadt gefteinigt gu werden. B. 56b 
und 58. Obtwobhl die ganze Sade gegen alles Recht und Geredhtigfeit 
berjtiek, fo fudjten fie doch nod alles mit einem Sdeine des Rechts 
gu tun. Gie ermordeten Stephanus nicht im Gericdhtshof, fondern fiihr- 
ten ihn hinaus bor der Stadt. Die falfden Seugen muften die erften 
Steine auf ihn werfen. Dies war aud Gitte, 5 Mof.17,7; 3 Mof. 
24,14. GSteinigung war ein Iangfamer, fcdmerghafter Tod. Rurgze 
Vefdhreibung einer folden Steinigung. Fiirwahr ein fdreclicer Tod! 

D. Spater ftarben viele Chrijten unter abnliden Umftanden in den 
aebn Verfolgungen unter den romifden Kaifern. Man denfe auch an die 
Martyrer im Mittelalter. Wuch heute noch werden Chriften oft in 
fhredlider Weife umgebradt. Verfolgung in gewifjen Landern der 
Welt. Aber wir wiffen, dak der Tod des Stephanus gwar ein fdjred- 
Ticher, aber dod ein finer, herrlidjer Tod twar. 
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A. Der Tod des Stephanus twar ein herrlider Tod, weil Gott 
diefen Blutgeugen in gang eigenartiger Weife ftarkte, V.55. Stephanus 
blidte nicht umber, um gu fehen, wie grof die Gefabr fei, fondern er 
blidte gum Simmel empor. Gott gab ihm ein twunderbares Gefidt. 
Er fah den Himmel offen, jah die Herrlidfeit des HErrn, fah den Hei- 
land gur rechten Gottes jtehen. Gicerlid) war dies munderfame 
Starfung. Gott hatte ihn nicht bergefjen. Der Heiland war bereit, ihn 
in den offenen Simmel aufgunehmen. Beim Sterben der Chriften fehlt 
diefe cingigartige Starfung des fterbenden Stephanus. Doc) Gott jtarkt 
die Chrijten auf ihrem Sterbebette durch Wort und Saframent. Wie 
notig dDarum, dak man den Seelforger gu unjern fterbenden Ungehirigen 
ruft! Geftarft durch Wort und Saframent, fehen auch unfere Lieben 
im Glauben den Himmel offen, fehen den lieben Geiland, der in des 
Simmels Hien auf fie wartet. 

B. Stephanus hatte einen fchonen Tod, denn er ftarb als betender 
Chrijt, V. 58.59. Er betete fiir fich felbft; vgl. Quf. 23,46. Cr betete 
aber aud) fiir feine Feinde; vgl. Luk. 23,34. Wie fdhin trojtlich ijt 3, 
tuenn Chriften auc) betend jterben, fiir fich und andere betend! Wie 
freuen fich nicht die Ungehodrigen, wenn fie fagen fonnen: Unfer Lieber 
Vater, Mutter uf. ijt verfdieden mit dem Vaterunfer, mit dem 
23. Pfalm auf den Lippen. 


C. Trok der graufamen Steinigung war fein Tod ein feliger Tod, 
B.59b. Durch Gottes Gnade entfdlief er. Yoh. 8,51; 11,11. Fiir 
jeden Chrijten ijt der Tod ein Schlaf getworden. Fiir Unglaubige ift Tod 
immer graufam, aber Chrijten fonnen fagen: ,So nimm, Err, meinen 
Geijt” ufw., Vied 403, 1. Gie finnen mit dem Apoftel Paulus fagen: 


1 Ror. 15, 55—57. 3 


A. Manche freuten fich itber diefen Tod, Rap.8,1. Gaulus und 
die andern Pharifder hatten ibr Vergniigen an dem Leiden und dem Tode 
de3 Stephanus. Go freuen fich auch heute noch guiveilen bofe, gottlofe 
Rinder, wenn ihre frommen Cltern fterben. Freuen fich, dak fie nun 
ire Mahnungen nicht mehr anhoren miiffen. 

B. Cine weitere Folge des Todes des Stephanus war mehr Verz- 
folgung, B.1 und 3. Die gange Gemeinde in Yerufjalem mupte nun 
leiden, tourde gerftreut. Befonder3 Gaulus wurde ermutigt, andere 
Chriften ums Leben gu bringen. Go geht e auch heute nod. Wenn 
die Feinde deS HErrn fehen, dak e3 ihnen gelingt, der Kirche Schaden 
gugufiigen, dann treiben fie e3 immer fdlimmer. 

C. Dod der HErr waltet nod immer im Himmel. Cine dritte 
Folge deS Todes und der fic) daran anfdliefenden BVerfolgung der 
Chriften war, dak die chriftlicje Kirche dadurd) ausgebreitet wurde, B. 4. 
iberallhin fam nun der Game de3 Evangeliums, und iiberall ging diefer 
Game auf. Auch heute noch gefdieht dies nach Gottes munderbarem 
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Rat, wenn die Kirche bedrangt und geangjtet wird. Gott hat feinen 
Biwee dabei. 

D. Wenn wir den eigenartigen Tod des Stephanus betradhten, jo 
werden wir fiderlich bitten und flehen, dak und Gott fein fo fdmeres 
Kreuz gu tragen geben twolle, dabei aber der getvifjen Buberfidt leben, 
Dag er uns auch im Sterben jtarfen und trojten und endlich fo fanjft ein- 
jchlafen laffen twerbde, wie er den Stephanus einfchlafen lief. 

€. L. Rofdfe 


Finfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Wp o ft. 9, 1—22 

Der Grund unfer3 Glaubens ijt SCjus Chrijtus. ,,Cinen andern 
Grund fann niemand legen”, 1Ror.3,11. Wahrend dies mahr ift, 
diirfen wir nicht vergefjen, dak SECfus feine Apojtel gu widchtiger Arbeit 
gebraucht hat. Bon dem grofen herrliden Bau der Kirde fagt Paulus, 
Dak er errichtet ijt auf dem Grund der WApojtel und Propheten, da SEfus 
Chrijtus der Edjtein ijt, Cph. 2,20. Dak wir jebt Chriften find, ver- 
dDanfen twir unter Gottes qnadiger Leitung der Arbeit der Wpoftel, die 
das Changelium in die Welt hinausgetragen und die e3 in Schriften 
niedergelegt haben. Wie gern fiihren wir uns die WApojtel bor und be- 
fprechen ihre Gefchichte! Unter ihnen allen ijt der herborragendfte einer, 
der urfpriinglid) nicht bet ihnen war: Paulus, den QYEfus auf tounder- 
bare Weife in fein Wmt berufen hat. 


Pauli Befehrung eine Verherrlidung de8 Heilandes 
. Das war ein Werk der gottliden Liebe JEfu 
2. Diefe Befehrung beftatigt Fraftig die Wahr- 
Heit dDeS EChangeliums Chrifti 
. Gie wurde eine Quelle munderbaren Segens 
fiir Chrifti Rirde 
1 

Cine gang merfiwiirdige Ergahlung liegt bor un3. Paulus wiitet 
und tobt gegen die Kirche als Fiihrer derer, die berfuden, fie gu ver- 
nicdten. Wuf dem Weg nad Damasfus erfdeint hm BEfus; Paulus 
fieht ihn in himmlifder Glorie; er hort die Worte de3 Heilandes; er wird 
befehrt; durch die Taufe wird ifm Vergebung der Siinden verfiegelt, 
%.1—19. 

Daf die Sefehrung ein Werk FECju war, ijt offenbar. Was betwog 
unfern himmilijden Rinig dagu? Offenbar nichts in Paulus, denn da 
war nur Hak und Feindfdaft. Paulus felbjt fiihrt feine Bekehrung 
auf Gottes Gnade und Varmbergigfeit gurii, Gal. 1,15; 1 Tim. 1, 13. 
Mie ijt e3 irgend ettvas in den Menfden, das Gott betwegt, fie gu 
befehren. Gotveit fie in Betradht fommen, follten fie alle etwig ver- 
Dammt twerden. Gottes Gnade ijt der Grund unfers Glaubigwerdens, 
Eph. 2, 8 f. 
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Gobald Paulus befehrt war, legte er Beugnid ab und ,,trieb die 
Suden ein”; dad heift, er miderlegte alle ihre Argumente gegen YEfum, 
%.22. Wie getwaltig wird doch die Wahrheit de3 Chrijtentums durd 
Rauli Bekehrung beftatigt! Cin Englander, Lord Lyttleton, ein Feind 
de3 Chriftentums im adhtzgehnten Jahrhundert, war mit einem Freund 
zur itbergeugung gefommen, um das Chrijtentum gu vernidjten, miijje 
unter anderm die Gefchidte bon Pauli Befehrung als falfch ertwiefen 
werden. Cr machte die? gu feiner Wufgabe. Nach einer Meihe von 
Monaten geftand er feinem Freund, dak er jest getwif getvorden fei, die 
Erzahlung von diefem Creignis fei wahr und die chrijtlicde Lehre fomme 
pon Gott. 

Man bedenfe: Paulus, ein bitterer Feind und dabei ein flarer 
Kopf, muk befennen, dak Efus wabhrer Gott ijt; die Betweife dafiir find 
gu ftarf. Das beftatigt, dak das Chriftentum nicht auf Liigen, fondern 
auf grofen Tatfachen beruht, die nichts umftofen fann. 


3 

Paulus fing gleich an gu predigen, V.20. Cine grofartige Tatig- 
feit begann. Cr turde der groifte aller WApoftel; cf. 1 Ror. 15,10. Wie 
getvaltig twar doch feine Miffionstatigfeit! Bon Arabien bis nad 
Spanien — fo tweit hat er dad Coangelium getragen. Cr brachte e3 bis 
an da8 Ende der damals befannten Welt. 

Geine Epijteln, vom Heiligen Geijt eingegeben, find ein Teil der 
Geiligen Schrift, woraus wir unfere Erfenntni3 fchopfen und twodurd 
der Glaube in uns getwirft wird. Danfen mir Gott fiir Paulus und 
twandeln twir in feinen Fuptapfen! BW. Arndt 


Sedhfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Rim. 6, 12—18 


Qn dem Eoangelium der altfirdliden Perifopenreihe warnt FEfus 
vor der Gerechtigfeit der Pharifaer, Matth.5,20—26. Die Sdjrift- 
gelehrten und Pharifaer wollten nicht Chrijti Blut und Geredhtigkeit 
iren Schmuc und ihr Chrenfleid fein lafjen, jondern durch eigne Werke 
felig werden, Luf. 18,9 ff. Bhre Gerechtigfeit war aber gang auferlider 
Art, gefiel Daher Gott nicht, Matth. 5,21 ff. — Wie fteht es mit un- 
ferer LebenSgerechtigfeit? Wandeln twir wirklich in Gottes Geboten, 
twie Das Gott bon un haben will, oder dienen wir mutivillig der Siinde? 
Oder ijt aud unfere LebenSgerechtigkeit rein augerlider Art, indem wir 
innerlich Der Giinde dienen? Fiirwahr widtige Fragen. 


Die wahre driftlide Leben Sgeredtigkeit 
1. Worin fie befteht 


2. Warum wir fie Gott im frohliden Glaubens- 
Dienft Teiften follen 





460  ntwiirfe iiber die Cpifteln der Synodalfonfereng-Perifopenreihe 


1 

»&8 foll nun die Siinde nicht herrfcjen in eurem jfterblicen Leib, 
feinen Begierden gu geborden, und ftellt auch nicht eure Glieder als 
Werfzeuge der Ungeredhtigfeit der Siinde gur Verfiigung, fondern jtellt 
euch felbjt Gott gur Verfiigung al$ aus den Toten lebendig und eure 
Glieder als Werkzeuge der Geredhtigkeit Gotte”, V.12F. Hier zeigt der 
Upoftel negativ und pofitiv, worin die wabhre driftlide Lebensgeredtig- 
feit oder ,,die Heiligung und der neue Gehorfam” (vgl. RKapiteliiber- 
{chrift) beftebt. 

Negativ: Chriften follen die Siinde nicht itber fich herrjden lajfen. 
Das tun wohl die Unglaubigen, 1 Kor. 6, 9 ff., nicht aber wahre Kinder 
Gottes. Allerdings, die Siinde findet fich auch noch in Chrijten, Rim. 
7,14; vgl. David, Petrus. Aber die Siinde Hat in den Glaubigen dod 
ihre Macht verloren, hat aufgehort, Gebieterin gu fein, denn: Eph. 2, 
1—6. Dabei bleibt bejtehen, dak der Leib der Chrijten fterblid, das 
heift, ,ein gebrechliches Werkzeug de Geiftes ijt, melches dem Willen 
der Siinde leicht nadgibt” (val. Stidhardts ,,.Rimerbrief” gur Stelle); 
und in diefem jterblichen Leib al3 in ihrem Organ twirft fich die Siinde 
aus. Der Wille der Siinde geht darauf, dak die Chriften den bifen 
Liiften und Begierden des Fleifdes gehordjen, 1 Yoh. 2,16. Und diejem 
follen fich die CHhrijten in der Kraft de3 Glaubens widerfeben, follen den 
bofen Liijten nicht gehordjen, BV. 12. Go follen fie auch nicht ihre Glieder 
Der Giinde zur Verfiigung ftellen, follen e3 nicht dabin fommen laffen, 
dak die bofen Litfte und Begierden durch den Dienft der Glieder ihre 
Befriedigung finden, V.13. Der chriftlide Wille foll fich tmmerfort dem 
Willen der Siinde widerfegen, 1 Mof. 39, 1 ff. — Wie ndtig ijt doch dicfe 
Ermahnung! Wie widtig ijt e3, dak wir genau twiffen, twas e3 mit der 
twabren LebenSgeredhtigfeit auf fic) hat und daber die Siinde ernijtlid 
meiden! Wie grok find heutgutage die Verfuchungen zur Siinde! Wie 
madtig regt fic) in uns das Fleifch mit feinen VBegierden! Vgl. Tanz, 
Theater, Weltlujt, Ungucht uf. 

Pofitiv: Chriften follen fich Gott gur Verfiigung ftellen und ihre 
Glieder als Werkzeuge der Geredhtigkeit Gotte, eben tweil fie durch den 
Glauben aus dem geiftlidjen Tode lebendig gemacht worden find. Diejes 
Lebendigfein foll fich darin betveifen, dah fie fich felbjt und ihre Glieder 
al Gerechtigfeitsmerfzeuge Gott zur Verfiigung jtellen, indem fie da3 
tun, twas Gott ihnen als Werk und Beruf verordnet hat. Die Regel 
hierfiir ijt Gottes Gefeb; das Vorbild ijt Chrijtus mit feinen Heiligen 
in der Schrift; die Rraftquelle ijt der Glaube. Vgl. Kirchenbefud, Whend- 
mablsbejud, Miffionsdienjt, Chriftentum im Heim uff. Leben wir ja 
in allen guten Werfen Gott zu Gefallen, ihm zum Preis! Matth. 5, 16; 
Eph. 5,8; Rim. 12, 1 ff. . 


Und tmarum follen wir im frobliden Glaubensdienjft die twahre 
hrijtlide Gerechtigkeit Gott leiften? GScon im erften Teil haben wir 
an der Hand deS Tertes den Gauptgrund ertwwahnen miiffen (,,als aus 
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pen Toten lebendig”). Das ijt fiirtwahr ein widhtiger Beweggrund denn 
die Befehrung ijt ein herrliches, gottlides Gnadentwunder: Gott hat uns 
aus purer Gnade geijtlic lebendig gemacht. Dafiir fdulden wir ifm 
Lob, Kreis, Dank und Dienft unfer Leben lang. (Ym erjten Teil ijt dies 
nur furg gu ertwabhnen; im giweiten Teil aber weiter ausgufiihren. Bal. 
Luther3 Auslegung gum gtveiten Artikel.) 

Nun erwahnt Paulus weitere Beveggriinde zur Lebensgeredhtigkeit 
oder Heiligung, die aus dem Glauben fliegen. Cr fchreibt: VB. 14—18. 
Ral. die englifde Bibel. (Der Text muh griindlich ftudiert fein, foll die 
Rredigt iiber diefen fdwierigen Text mirflich gut werden.) 

Der erjte Betweggrund gur Lebensgeredhtigfeit, den Paulus hier 
nennt, ijt, Dak tir al3 glaubige Chriften nicht mehr unter dem Gefeb, 
fondern unter Der Gnade ftehen und fo iiber die Siinde herrfden fonnen 
und follen. Chriften befinden fich in einem Stand der Giindenfreiheit 
(vgl. Stidhardt, S.297); und gwar als bon der Siinde Befreite durch 
die Gnade Gottes. Was das Gefeb wohl fordern, aber nicht geben 
fann, namlid) die Kraft, die Forderung gu erfiillen, tut die Gnade, 
tweldje die Chriften befahigt, das Vofe gu meiden und gu tun, was bor 
Gott recht und gut ijt. Val. Phil. 4,13; Gal. 2, 20. 

Der stweite Vetweggrund ijt der, dak, wenn twir die wahre Lebens- 
geredjtigfeit Gott nicht leijten, wir wieder RKnedhte der Siinde werden, 
und givar gum Tod, BV.15.16a. Das ijt nicht nur ungebhirig, VB. 15, 
fondern fdredlid. Giindigen wir mutivillig, fo fallen wir aus der 
Gnade und gehen etvig verloren, Hebr. 6, 4 ff.; 10,25—27. Umgefehrt 
aber, B. 16b, begibt fich der Chrijt in den Gehorfam Gotte3, fo dak er 
der Heiligung nacheifert, fo wird er ein Knecht, cin Diener de3 Gehorz 
fams, das heift, er tut dann in allen Stitcen, was der Gehorfam gegen 
Gott von ihm verlangt, verharrt in den Schranfen des Gehorfams; e3 
fommt bet ihm gu einem feften, rechtfdaffenen Wefen; die Gerechtigfeit 
wird fein Habitus. Und das Ende ijt das ewige Leben, B. 22. 

Der dritte Vetweggrund ijt der Danf*, den wir Chriften Gott dafiir 
fdhuldig find, dak Gott in uns die Siindenfnedht{chaft abgefdmafft und uns 
gum Gehorfam der Lehrgeftalt gebracht hat, in die wir iibergeben find, 
¥.17, fo dak wir, bon der Siinde befreit, nun nad dem neuen Menfdjen 
gang und gar Knedhte der Geredhtigfeit find, V.18. Mit Dank gegen 
Gott miiffen wir anerfennen, dag die Siindenfnechtidaft inter uns 
liegt und twir der chriftliden Lehre, der ebangelifden HeilSmahrheit in 
der Geftalt und AWuspragung, tie fie in Pauli und der andern Apoftel 
Rredigt, ja in der gangen Sehrift vorliegt, gehorjam getworden find. 

Gebe Gott, dah wir diefe Betweggriinde fleifig betracdten und fo 
immer reicer tverdDen an guten Werken, 1 Tim. 6, 18. 

(Wir haben in der Tertauslegung Stidhardt Vers fiir Vers be- 
nugt, um die Lefer gum Studium diefer herrliden Rimerbriefauslegung 
gu eigen. Wer felbjt die Wuslegung der Perifope in Sticdhardts Rom- 
mentar nadhlieft, wird um fo mehr Segen haben und um fo beffer iiber 
diefen wirklich grofartigen Lert predigen.) 9. ©. Miller 
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The Graduate School of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mo. 


Why does Concordia Seminary offer graduate work, summer courses, 
pastors’ institutes, and extension courses, and why the appeal to the 
clergy of our Church to avail themselves of these offerings? This was 
not considered necessary a generation or even a few decades ago, and 
why now? Is it just another passing fad of our day, or must it be taken 
more seriously? 

This article endeavors to answer these questions and aims at the 
same time to appeal to the clergy of our Church, especially to the younger 
brethren, to avail themselves of the opportunities offered by Concordia 
Seminary for further study in the field of their immediate professional 
interest. 

The demands made upon the pastors of our Church today are 
mounting from year to year. 

The pastor today is expected to produce two, three, and more times 
as many sermons, lectures, addresses, and talks as his father and grand- 
father of a generation or more ago. 

Our fathers would have become bewildered only to hear of the 
multiplicity of meetings, committees, boards, church organizations, social 
functions, adult classes, and the like, which have become a common 
routine in the lives of most of our pastors today. Our fathers had time 
for study, reading, and meditation. The slogan today is: Production, 
efficiency, organization, missionary calls, leadership, good mixer, etc. 
No one denies that all these things are important and unavoidable in 
our age, but the fact remains that because of these conditions there is 
but little time left to the average pastor for concentrated study and 
intellectual growth. 

A generation ago the pastor was still the best, and frequently the 
only, educated man in his community. Even as late as 1910 there were 
few high-school students to be found in the average parish of our 
Church, and college graduates were exceedingly rare. In 1890 there 
were only 200,000 students in all the high schools of the United States. 
Last year this number had grown to 6,750,000, and our boys and girls 
are among them. As late as 1905 such well-known universities as 
Columbia, California, Wisconsin, Michigan, and others, still had com- 
paratively small enrolments. Columbia at that time had an enrolment 
of 4,200; today it is in excess of 17,000. California then had 3,294; now 
over 27,000. Wisconsin, then 3,010; now approximately 12,000. All the 
other schools have experienced a proportionate increase. The total 
enrolment of college students in 1900 was 114,372; in 1939 this number 
had grown to 1,208,000. In 1900 we still had fewer than 500 colleges and 
universities in this country. In 1935, 1,706 institutions of higher learning 
were listed. As late as 1910 there were fewer students in the high 
schools than there are now students in the American colleges and uni- 
versities. Members with one or more college degrees are now to be 
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found in nearly every parish of our Church. College graduates wait 
upon us in the stores, at the bank, in the filling station, in the office, 
or operate on modern farms. Again, our young men and women are 
among them. The student census of 1939 reports 8,375 students from 
the Synodical Conference attending American schools of higher learning. 
With 9,000,000 people still unemployed and with the Government aid 
through the N.Y.A., the number of young people acquiring a college 
education is bound to increase. 

To the general expansion of colleges and universities there have 
been added the summer-schools, extension courses, and opportunities 
for adult education. A generation ago summer-schools or extension 
courses were unknown in America. The first State university to offer 
summer courses was the University of North Carolina, where such 
a course was first offered under private auspices between 1877 and 1884 
and then discontinued. The University of Wisconsin was next to follow 
in 1887. Gradually this movement gained in momentum. In 1913 Minne- 
sota University had an enrolment of only 531 students in its summer 
sessions, but by 1930 this number had grown to 6,210. Columbia had 
4539 in the summer of 1913 but 14,016 in 1930. A similar growth has 
taken place in other schools. In 1915 the total number of summer- 
school students of American colleges and universities was 83,234; by 1936, 
262,839 students were enrolled in summer sessions. Today there is hardly 
a first-rate college or university which has not a flourishing summer- 
school. 

In addition to the summer-school, extension courses have been estab- 
lished at most of the leading schools. In 1932 the University of Wis- 
consin had an enrolment of 24,000 students in its extension courses. 
In 1918 there was a total of 50,014 students enrolled in all American 
extension courses; by 1936 this number had increased to 230,548. 

Adult education is the latest development in education to broaden 
the intellectual horizon of the American people. Chicago alone reported 
an enrolment of 9,000 in the adult-education classes last year. Nearly 
3,000 of these were between the ages of 40 and 50 and nearly 100 over 
seventy. Every larger school system of the country is offering similar 
courses. 

The children of the world are wiser in their generation than the 
children of light. They are quick to discern the needs of the times and 
find ways and means to meet these needs. 

The Church must do its work in the world as it is today, not as it 
was in 1890 or 1910. A theological training fully adequate for the needs 
in 1900 is no longer adequate for the needs in 1940. He who fails to keep 
in step will eventually step out or at least hold up the procession. 

A generation ago the thought-life of the majority of our people was 
still comparatively simple. Their reading activity was limited largely 
to religious, semireligious, or a wholesome and harmless type of secular 
literature. The Lutheraner, the Abendschule, the Kinder- und Jugend- 
blatt, the Rundschau, the Germania, the Westliche Post, Alfred Ira, 
Zagel, Margareta Lenk, Schmidt, etc., were the papers, periodicals, and 
authors that were most commonly read in the homes of our German 
Lutheran people; but nowhere has there been a more radical change 
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than here. Today the lurid periodicals of the news-stand, books of every 
description and every kind of philosophy secured from the lending 
libraries, book-of-the-month clubs, and other sources find their way into 
the homes of our people. Imagine the youth of today being satisfied 
with, and interested in, the kind of literature listed above. Our age is 
sophisticated and worldly-wise. There is nothing so profound, so sacred, 
and so secret which is not discussed in mixed and other gatherings by 
the youthful philosophers of our day. Our young people are growing up 
in this world, and they cannot escape entirely its influence. 

All this constitutes a tremendous challenge to the ministry of today. 
The means by which sinners are converted and children of God are 
kept in the faith are, of course, forever the same; but the methods by 
which these means are administered or applied must be adjusted to the 
age in which they live. 

The Jaity of our Church today takes for granted that the pastor 
is orthodox, that he is a Christian, a gentleman, and that he can speak 
English; but in addition they expect of their pastor that he be alert, 
abreast of the times, fresh and original, a man who, when he speaks of 
matters pertaining to his office, speaks as one who knows and one who 
speaks with authority. There is no doubt that the task of the ministry 
has increased in complexity and in intellectual and spiritual difficulties, 
more in the last generation than in the entire period from Muhlenberg 
to Pieper. No pastor, not even the most gifted, can hope to meet this 
challenge, unless he follows the most rigid plan of systematic study. 
A battery that is constantly discharged and never recharged will soon 
lose its spark. We say that such a battery is dead. Mere inspirational 
meetings, pious retreats, interesting lectures, practical conferences, and 
the like, may all be helpful, but they are not sufficient. Intellectual and 
spiritual growth requires an exercise more vigorous than that. 

It is here that Concordia Seminary endeavors to be of help —to you. 
The Lutheran Theological Seminary of Philadelphia is listed for 1939—40 
with 90 undergraduate students. This seminary is reported to have 
an enrolment of 116 graduate students for the present school-year. 
Concordia Seminary, with an enrolment of over 400 undergraduates, 
should have a graduate school of at least 150 to 200. Think this over 
and consider whether you ought not to be a student of this graduate 
school. No Church has a finer record for a well-trained clergy than 
the Lutheran Church, and no Church has made a greater contribution 
in the field of thoroughgoing theological scholarship than our own 
Church. At the old Lutheran universities of Germany and Scandinavia 
theological scholarship kept abreast with the scholarship of the other 
faculties. 

Education of our day is definitely on the march. The world is moving 
forward with it. Shall we remain behind and explain our attitude and 
position with the complacent “We are different”? History teaches that 
nothing is so deadly as self-satisfied complacency; for that is progressive 
intellectual and spiritual death. Periods of achievement and greatness in 
the history of the Church were periods of intellectual and spiritual 
revival. Together with the revival in missionary zeal and the general 
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spirituality which we are experiencing at the present time, we must 
cultivate intellectual revival and genuine Christian scholarship, or 
obscurantism will be inevitable and church-leadership is destined to pass 
into other hands. 

The Faculty Committee of Concordia Seminary in charge of the 
Graduate School makes this announcement: 

Concordia Seminary has reopened its Graduate School and hopes 
to develop it for greater service to our Church. The following oppor- 
tunities for studies on this level are offered: 


1. Graduate work for credit and leading to a degree, offered through- 
out the regular school-year. This is available only for students in 
residence or for those who live within driving distance of the Seminary. 


2. A six-week Graduate Course for credit and leading to a degree, 
offered in the period from Easter to the end of the school-year. This 
course is made available for those who are able to establish residence 
for a six-week period or who live within driving distance of the 
Seminary. 

3. A six-week Graduate Summer Course for credit and leading to 
a degree, offered this year at River Forest from June 24 to August 3 
simultaneously with the regular River Forest Summer-school. 


4. A Pastors’ Institute at Concordia Seminary from July 8 to 12. 
No academic credit for work done. 


5. A Pastors’ Institute at River Forest, Ill., from July 15 to 19. No 


academic credit will be given for work done. 


6. Extension courses offered by the Extension Department of Con- 
cordia Seminary. Work can be carried on throughout the year for credit 
and leading to a degree. A.M. REHWINKEL 
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Summer-School at River Forest.— From Prof. W. O. Kraeft, dean of 
the summer-school at Concordia Teachers’ College, River Forest, IIl., has 
come the following information: “The summer-school is taking on 
greater importance since the preparation for teaching in the Missouri 
Synod has been extended to four years above the high school (bachelor’s 
degree) at the last synod meeting. More and more of our teachers, 
especially the younger men, may be expected to complete the work 
leading to the bachelor’s degree in summer-school. In a brief summary 
Dean Kraeft stresses the following features of the summer-school, 
It offers: “1. A full summer course leading to the bachelor’s degree, 
offered to teachers in a Christian environment. 2. A modified program 
for women teachers, particularly in religious education and primary 
methods. Many of our lady teachers have had no opportunity for 
college training in a synodical institution. 3. Summer courses for choir- 
masters leading to membership in the Lutheran Choirmasters’ Guild. 
4. Courses for Sunday-school teachers in the new Concordia Sunday- 
school Teacher-training Series. 5. Graduate courses in theology given 
at River Forest by the faculty of St.Louis Seminary’s offering credit 
toward a degree in theology.” All who are interested may obtain 
a catalog of the summer-school by addressing Dean Kraeft. A. 


The War has Spread.— Words cannot describe the grief Lutherans 
feel when they consider that nearly all the countries of Europe which 
usually are labeled Lutheran have been or are experiencing the horrors 
of modern warfare. Why must this scourge fall upon peoples that 
have been teaching and defending the doctrines of Luther’s Small Cate- 
chism and the Augsburg Confession? is a question that is widely asked. 
It is not our intention to elaborate on this matter at present, except to 
say that undoubtedly this visitation is largely deserved but that we all 
have reason to repeat the words of Jesus, Luke 13:2f.: “Suppose ye that 
these Galileans were sinners above all the Galileans because they 
suffered such things? I tell you, Nay; but, except ye repent, ye shall 
all likewise perish.” We can well understand the anguish of heart 
which made the editor of the Lutheran Companion write this paragraph: 
“The lights of Europe are indeed going out one by one. National honor 
is a thing of the past. Justice and morality have vanished. Christianity 
itself is in gravest peril. When nations sink to such depths that right 
and truth and justice are no longer considerations in determining national 
policy, it may indeed be questioned how long Christianity can survive in 
such an environment. And these are the very nations where the 
light of the Gospel has been shining longer and more gloriously than 
in any other part of the world!” Our comment is that we do not fear 
for Christianity itself. But that the visible Christian Church as it is 
now constituted may go to pieces is a_ possibility which looms 
threateningly. A. 
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The Unionistic Campaign. — The Living Church of April 17 reports: 
“New York.—A forum on the proposed concordat [for the union of 
Episcopalians and Presbyterians], under the auspices of the Greater 
New York Federation of Churches, was held in the parish-house 
of St. Thomas’s Church on April 5. Fr. Dunphy was followed by Judge 
Robert McC. Marsh, whose subject was ‘The Laymen’s Point of View.’ 
He said in part: ‘The laymen’s point of view is that of men who look 
out at the world and see what its state is. Only the Church can remedy 
the evils on every side. But the laymen see also that the Church is 
not doing this. Why? Divisions, large and small; rivalries, waste. Any 
kind of scheme seems better to the laymen than the present one. The 
concordat appears to them to show a desire to come together. It was 
a great day in history when the General Convention voted to try to 
effect “organic union” with the Presbyterian Church. The proposals 
seem to the laymen practical and good. Yet men in high positions 
oppose them. What are the laymen to think? The discussion seems 
futile to them; they want action. The only feasible action is compromise, 
each church conceding something to the other for the sake of coming 
together.’ Dr. William Adams Brown attended the forum and was per- 
suaded to say a few words. He stated: ‘The things we have in common 
are so supreme, our differences really so little... .. My deepest belief 
is that every soul is dear to God and that it is our supreme duty to bring 
together all men of good faith. Those who oppose the concordat take 
a heavy responsibility. ... The Archbishop of York said in Edinburgh 
that the fact that we could not be together at the Lord’s Table was the 


greatest scandal in Christendom. The concordat would do away with 
that scandal. My own sacramental experience is, I believe, equal to 
that of any Anglo-Catholic in the whole world. In my church we also 
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are in the “Apostolic Succession.”’”— The usual unionistic strategy is 
being employed. “Our differences are so little.” We are familiar with 
the cries “Trivialities,” “our petty differences,” “nice distinctions.” And 
they want quick action. “The laymen want action.” At a conference 
held in St.Louis April 5 “quick completion of the proposed union” was 
urged by the Episcopal bishop H. W. Hobson and Dr. J. H. Cotton, presi- 
dent elect of the Presbyterian Theological Seminary of Chicago. 
It takes too long to arrive at the unity of the one faith. According to 
the laymen’s point of view “the only feasible action is compromise, each 
Church conceding something to the other for the sake of coming 
together.” 

Judge Marsh, by the way, is not speaking for the laymen in 
general. He is speaking only for his group. But that is a part of the 
unionistic strategy to make it appear that the laymen as a body are 
backing the union movements. That is pure propaganda. There is 
nothing in the make-up of the Christian layman’s mind that would make 
him more susceptible than the clergy to the unionistic disease. There 
are, proportionately, as many unionists among the theologians as among 
the laymen. Dr. Brown starts it: “Our differences are so little,’ and 
the unionists among the laity are glad to hear it and repeat it. The 
stampedes organized at times by groups of laymen are, in some cases, 
directed from headquarters. 
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“Our differences are so little.” That may be Dr. Brown’s opinion, 
but the conviction of many Episcopalians and many Presbyterians is that 
the difference respecting Apostolic Succession and Episcopal Ordina- 
tion is a radical one. At this same New York forum the Rev. Dr. Wil- 
liam H.Dunphy (Episcopal) declared: “I am convinced that what is 
precious in Protestantism cannot be preserved except in and by the 
Catholic Faith. Our objection to the concordat is that it seems to let 
us down. It covers up with words differences in faith and order that 
are fundamental. It would admit to the functions of the priesthood 
those who are not priests.” And Bishop W.T. Manning of New York 
tells his brethren: “What we uphold is the episcopate, maintained in 
successive generations by continuity of succession and consecration as 
it has been throughout the history of the Church from the earliest times,” 
He tells them that the Apostolic Succession is absolutely necessary not 
only for the bene esse, but also for the esse of the Church. He upholds 
the Lambeth Quadrilateral, which insists, among other things, on the 
Historic Episcopate “as the Anglican basis for negotiations with a view 
to reunion.” (See Macfarland, Christian Unity, p. 197.) He quotes, 
in an article contributed to the “Reunion of Christendom,” p. 219, the 
statement of the Quadrilateral: “These principles are incapable of 
compromise or surrender.” But Dr. Brown tells the forum that the 
differences are so little, and the layman hears it and complains that 
the discussion seems so futile, and becomes dissatisfied with Fr. Dunphy: 
“Yet men in high positions oppose these proposals” to pass over the 
differences. 

Dr. Brown declares: “In my Church we also are in the Apostolic 
Succession.” That reveals another side of the unionistic strategy — the 
employment of unionistic formulas. The concordat itself operates on 
this plan. We heard Dr. Dunphy voice his indignation: “The concordat 
seems to let us down. It covers up with words differences in faith and 
order that are fundamental.” The words of Dr. Brown, too, mean nothing 
in this connection. At the St.Louis forum Dr. Cotton phrased it this 
way: “The Presbyterians believe in the doctrine of Apostolic Succession, 
not outwardly as an unbroken conferring of orders, but as a succession 
of great doctrines and Christian life.” What quibbling! What an 
insult to the intelligence and honesty of the Episcopalians and the 
Presbyterians! A committee discussing the South India Union also 
evaded the issue when it “adopted the following modification of a para- 
graph in the present scheme: ‘Whatever differences there are, however, 
all the uniting churches are agreed that, as episcopacy has been accepted 
in the Church from early times, it may in this sense fitly be called historic 
and that it is a form of church government which at the present time 
is expedient for the Church in South India.”’” (The Christian Century, 
Feb. 28.) Bishop Manning would say, A plague upon your lying words! 
He said in the Reunion of Christendom: “We shall make progress not 
by refusing to see the difficulties, not by concealing them under ambigu- 
ous phrases, but by facing and considering them in frank and brotherly 
conference.” (P. 226.) A plague upon your ambiguous formulas! says 
Luther, “this hateful double-tongued way of speaking,” which “dis- 
seminates the seeds of every heresy under the cover of words and letters 
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that have a show of Christian faith. ... Even the public laws of the 
Roman Empire condemned this manner of speaking and punished it.” 
(XVIII: 1996.) 

A word on the plan of union advocated by Fr. Dunphy, Bishop 
Manning, and the Lambeth Quadrilateral. We respect these men for 
standing up for their convictions and refusing to deal with unionistic 
ambiguousness. But while those who want to unite on the basis of 
discarding certain teachings of Scripture err in defectu, the consistent 
Episcopalians err in excessu. They go beyond Scripture. The Apostolic 
Succession 1s a man-made teaching, and a union effected on the basis 
of its acceptance would not be a union in the truth. Nor are the terms 
offered by Rome (submission to the authority of the Pope, etc.) 
acceptable. Others offer different terms of the same general nature. 
“The Sacrament of Reunion” mentions the case “of the Southern Baptist 
Church, which holds to immersion as essential and reports how a leading 
Southern Baptist, at the Oxford Conference, refused to participate in 
the Communion because the Archbishop of Canterbury was not a properly 
baptized Christian.” (See the Presbyterian, March 28.) We have to 
defend our Lutheran position as well against those who fail in defectu 
as against those who fail in excessu. 

The report on the New York forum closes with this paragraph: 
“An opportunity was given at the end for questions and discussion. 
Only one question was asked, namely: ‘Why seek organic union only 
with the Presbyterians; why not with Baptists and Methodists as well?’ 
The answer was to the effect that such reunion was the aim of the 
World Conference on Faith and Order.” What about the Church of 
the Pope? The unionists answer: If the Pope is willing, we are. 
Bishop Manning writes in the Reunion of Christendom (p. 227): “We 
are beginning to believe that the fulfilment of our Lord’s Prayer for 
His Church is not impossible. Thirty years ago a reunion which 
should include both Protestants and Roman Catholics was regarded as 
chimerical. Today to many scholars and leaders this is no longer 
a thing incredible. It is Professor Harnack who writes: ‘If one objects 
that at this time no one can imagine how, and under what forms, 
Catholicism and Protestantism can ever draw near one another, it is 
to be remembered that three hundred years ago no one could have 
conceived beforehand how Lutheranism and Calvinism could have 
been fused together. And yet we have today the Evangelical Union, 
and thousands know themselves as evangelical Christians without 
any suspicion of that opposition which once bade Lutherans and 
Calvinists contend more bitterly than Lutherans and Catholics.” The 
unionists are today hopeful of making a treaty with the Pope. The 
Pope has not indeed modified his terms. He is going to stick to the 
dogma of Infallibility and Immaculate Conception and Justification 
through Works. But that need not stand in the way of union. For we 
are finding out, say the unionists, that at bottom we are one. The latest 
issue of Christendom (spring, 1940) joins the pourparlers aiming at 
a Catholic-Protestant union. Dr.G.M.Gibson, minister of the United 
Church at Hyde Park, Chicago, writes an article, “Are Catholicism and 
Protestantism irreconcilable?” and comes to the conclusion: “The 
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Catholic and Protestant conceptions of God and His manner of working 
with His world are not irreconcilable. Unity is not irreconcilable 
with diversity but only with disunity.” We have space only for one 
paragraph: “God Seeking Man— Man Seeking God. The classic view 
is that the initiative always belongs to God and that man’s role is one 
of acceptance. Both terms need stressing, else the first makes for blind 
and stupid submissiveness and the second for self-sufficient superiority, 
We may not ‘by seeking (in the pride of our intellects) find out God? 
On the other hand, we are urged to ‘seek and find,’ in the humility of 
our openness to truth. The ecumenical Church must conserve both 
these values. With God is the initiative. Even our impulse to return 
to Him is planted in us by Him and is not an invention of our own. 
But we are charged with responsibility and clothed upon with dignity 
and must be continually ‘transformed by the renewing of our minds.’” 
(P. 177.) The idea is that the diversities of the Catholic and of the 
Protestant teaching can be blended into a harmonious whole if men 
only would not quarrel about the differences. What Dr. Gibson sets 
forth in philosophical language Karl Barth has put into this popular 
form: Let each Church contend to the utmost for its distinctive 
teaching; “let the Roman Church work out its doctrine of nature and 
grace, with the Tridentine teaching on justification, to their logical 
conclusions; let the Lutheran and Calvinistic bodies do the same with 
their specific doctrine, . . . and these very men who have found them- 
selves forced to confront a clear, thoroughgoing, logical sic et non 
find themselves allied to each other in spite of all contradictions by an 
underlying fellowship and understanding.” (Prolegomena, 1937 World 
Conference, p. 36.) The doctrine of justification by faith and the 
doctrine of justification by works represent a sic et non, but they are 
not irreconcilable, say Gibson and Barth. Both serve a useful purpose. 
The Church which teaches both is the ideal Church. 

Here is another item from the Living Church of March 6. The 
high command has an offer to make to us Lutherans. “No one believes 
that overnight Catholics and Protestants, Fundamentalists and Moder- 
nists, Liberals and Conservatives, will be able to come together in the 
unity of a single Christian Church, though under the leadership 
of the Holy Spirit even this seeming impossibility is possible. It does 
seem, however, that Christian statesmanship in America ought to be 
capable, through prayer, tact, and energy, of merging the hundreds of 
denominations into perhaps four or five Christian communions in this 
country. Doubtless the Roman Catholic Church would form one 
such communion; Episcopalians, Eastern Orthodox, Old Catholics, and 
certain groups with which we have increasingly close relationship, 
might form a second such communion; Lutherans and other conservative 
Protestant bodies, a third; Methodists and other liberal Protestant 
groups, a fourth.” Our St.Louis Church at Work of June 4, 1931, 
favors this division: “1. A non-liturgical and non-immersionist Church. 
2. An immersionist Church. 3. A liturgical Church. 4. A Church, say, 
of Lutheran antecedents for the presumable German or Scandinavian 
minority (in any given community). 5. Possibly a fifth Church of 
American antecedents.” As to the proposal of the Living Church, 
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“Lutherans and other conservative Protestant bodies,” we shall have 
to ask what conservative Protestant body is supposed to unite with us. 
Are they thinking of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church? That body 
would not unite with us. Nor we with them. The unionists ought to 
know that there are still men who have firm convictions. 

Here is an item telling a somewhat different story. A writer in the 
Journal of the American Lutheran Conference, February issue, states 
on page 4: “Sound doctrine and meticulous agreement are not enough. 
The unity of the Spirit must give life and power and reality.” We do 
not quite know what to make of this statement. In itself it is quite 
true. And it expresses an important truth. Church-fellowship should 
be the outward expression of the “spiritual unity —the fellowship of 
faith and of the Holy Ghost in hearts.” Apology (Trigl., pp. 227, 237). 
Where there is no spiritual unity and fellowship, any outward union 
is a sham. But since this spiritual unity is invisible, it cannot serve as 
the basis for establishing and maintaining church-fellowship. This 
basis must be the agreement in doctrine, as the Apology points out: 
“Which fellowship nevertheless has outward marks, so that it can be 
recognized, namely, the pure doctrine of the Gospel,” etc. (L.C.) The 
statement under discussion would be false if it meant to deny that “to 
the true unity of the Church it is enough to agree concerning the Gospel 
and the administration of the Sacraments.” (Augsb. Conf., Art. VII.) 
It would be in place only in dealing with a church-body whose un- 
christian life and practices gave the lie to its profession of the pure 
doctrine. We are loath to think that this statement reflects a pietistic 
indifference to doctrine and is intended to slur those who insist on agree- 
ment in the sound doctrine as the necessary condition for church- 
fellowship. We are saying this because we read further on: “It is said 
that the Holy Synod of Russia was discussing the exact shade to be 
used in clerical vestments while the revolution of 1917 was taking the 
basic and strategic steps for the overthrow of the old order. The color 
of vestments is perhaps important. But should we be too concerned 
about it while a revolution— possibly a revolution directed by God 
and not man— is in progress at our doors?” E. 

/BWadht und Weide” (ahrg. 4, 1939, Heft 5, 6). Bor uns liegt wieder 
eine Nummer de3 Facdhblatis fiir Paftoren und Lehrer in Siidamerifa, die 
fleipige, treue Urbeit unferer Britder in Vrafilien, Argentinien, Paraguay 
und Uruguay. ,Wacht und Weide” ijt ein Fachblatt in dem Ginn, dak e3 
unfern Briidern am Dienft de3 Wortes praftijd dienen will. C3 enthalt 
Daher foldhe Urtifel, wie fie unfere Briider jebt im Drang der Sturmeeit 
notig haben. Der Sprachentwedhfel zeigt fich in den vielen portugiejijden und 
fpanifden Predigten und Dispofitionen. Die borliegende Nummer enthalt 
eine portugiefifde Predigt iiber uf. 22, 54—62, einen Artifel in portu- 
giefijdher Sprache iiber das Studium diefer Sprache mit gefdichtliden Wn- 
gaben, eine fpanifdje Beichtrede iiber das gtweite Gebot und fpanifde Dispo- 
fitionen fiir Die Gonntage Rogate und Trinitati3. Unfere Pajtoren arbeiten 
fomit fleigig fiir die Bufunft. Unter den deutfdjen Artifeln finden wir 
nDer Paftor al Synodalglied”, aus C.T.M.; ,,Da3 Kongil gu Konftang" ; 
Meffiashoffnungen und Meffiasverheifung in Yer. 23, 5.6 und Yer. 33, 
14—16; ,Die Homiletif’ und gum Sdluf eine Befpredung ,gur Frage 
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von der Teilnahme am Gemeindegottesdienft”. Auf 44 Seiten wird hier 
reichlider und guter Lefeftoff fiir Prediger und Lehrer geboten. Wir twun- 
Dern uns Ddariiber, dak unfere Britder bei aller Arbeit, Gorge und Armut 
aud) diefen Beitrag in den Dienjt der Kirche ftellen fonnen, und midten 
folche Briider hiergulande, die Beit und Geld dagu haben, dringend bitten, 
aud) dDiejes Fachblatt auf ihren Arbeitstifdh gu legen. Gie werden e3 nidit 
bereuen. @. &. M. 


Gandhi’s Religious Position. —That Gandhi is not a Christian 
and that he resents efforts made to win the masses of India over to 
Christianity is brought out in a letter of his which recently was pub- 
lished in one of our exchanges. He writes: “In Free India every religion 
should prosper on terms of equality, unlike what is happening today. 
Christianity being the nominal religion of the rulers, it receives favors 
which no other religion enjoys. A government responsible to the people 
dare not favor one religion over another. But I should see nothing 
wrong in Hindus’ congratulating those who, having left them, may 
return to their fold. I think that the Christians of free America would 
rejoice at the return to their ancestral Christianity of Americans of 
the slums,—if there are any in America,—temporarily calling them- 
selves Hindus under the influence of a plausible Hindu missionary. 
I have already complained of the methods adopted by some missionaries 
to wean ignorant people from the religion of their forefathers. It is one 
thing to preach one’s religion to whosoever may choose to adopt it; 
another, to entice masses. And if those thus enticed, on being undeceived, 
go back to their old love, their return will give natural joy to those whom 
they had forsaken.” Evidently to Mr.Gandhi Christianity is merely 
one of many religions, among which one may choose according to 
one’s special bent. A. 


Spanien. Die Verhandlungen gwifden der Nationalregierung und dem 
Vatifan iiber den Wbfchlup eines RKonfordats ftoken, wie twir in der ,,.Yungen 
Kirche” Tefen, auf nicht unerheblicke Schtwierigfeiten. C3 Handelt fich da- 
bei vor allem um das Recht der Ernennung von Vifdofen. Ym friiheren 
Konfordat giwifden der fpanijden Regierung und dem Papft war diefes Recht 
der fpanifden Krone gugeftanden, der Papft hatte nur ein Cinjpruchsredt. 
Die heutige fpanifde Regierung modhte diefes Recht fiir erneut beftatigt 
haben und ift wenig geneigt, dDarauf gu bvergichten, wahrend von papitlicder 
Geite dDarauf hingetviefen twird, Dak mit dem Sturge de3 KinigShaujes aud 
die Vorrechte desfelben Hinfallig getworden jeien, wie das aud) in Bahern 
und in Ofterreich der Fall getwefen fei. Yn andern Stiiden ift eine Cini- 
gung erreicht worden. Die Chefdeidungen tourden abgefdafft, und die im 
Widerfpruch gum fanonifden (papftlidjen) Recht gefdloffenen Chen wurden 
fiir nictig erflart. itr Wiederherjtellung von im Rriege zerftirten und 
befdadigten Kirden hat die fpanijdhe Regierung eine Gumme bon atwei 
Millionen Pefeten gur Verfiigung geftellt. WIS jahrlice Staatsbeihilfe an 
Die rimifd-fatholijdhe Kirche hat der Mtinijterrat 65 Millionen Pefeten 
bewwilligt. (€bv.-Luth. Freifirde) 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Gnofis und fpatantifer Geift. Teil I: ,Die mythologifde Gnofis.. Mit einer 
Ginleitung 3ur Gefchidte und Methodologie der Forjdung. Von Hans 
Sonas. Vorwort von Prof. D. Rudolf F. Bultmann. 376 Seiten 644x10. 
Vandenhoe und Ruprecht, Gittingen. 1934. Preis: RM. 21.50. 


Hier haben wir wieder eine erftaunlicde Leiftung griindlider deutfdher Ge- 
lehrtenarbeit bor uns. Niemand, der das Neue Teftament, die Kirdhengefdhidte und 
die hriftlide Literatur der erften Bahrhunderte, fei e8 aud) nur ganz oberflacdlic, 
ftudiert hat, wird behaupten wollen, dak der Gegenftand diefes Buches unwidtig 
fei und dak wir folche Forfdhungen gut entbehren finnten. Nicht nur liefern fie 
uns den Schliiffel fiir das Verftindnis gewaltiger RKaimpfe, die die Kirche der 
erften Jahrhunderte durdgzumaden hatte, fondern fie werfen aud) Licht auf mance 
eile dDeS Neuen Leftament8, wo von den hHeiligen Schreibern der Gnofis in 
Diefer oder jener Form entgegengetreten wird. Bon den gwei Teilen diefes 
Werkes liegt hier der erfte vor, der die fogenannte mythologifdhe Gnofis oder, um 
einen andern Wusdrud de$ Verfaffers gu gebrauchen, die Gnofis in ihrer mythi- 
fehen Form behandelt. Cr fagt von diefer Gnofis S. 85: »Diefe ift geftalt-gefdidt- 
lid) (nicht nur chronologifdh) die Primarform der gnoftifdhen Selbftdarftellung 
iiberhaupt: in ihren maffiv-anfchaulicen Vifionen fommt da8 neue Weltgefirhl 
fotooh! 3u feinem erften al8 auch 3u feinem direfteften (,naidften’) Wusdrud, der 
nod) vor aller fpiterhin auf diefem Grunde einfekenden ReflerionSentwidlung 
fteht.” ,Mythologifeh” fteht hier im Gegenfak 3u ,»philofophifh”; von der philo- 
fophifchen Gnofis, wie fie uns zum Beifpiel bet Plotin begegnet, foll der stveite 
Teil handeln. Bm erften Teil find Gegenftand der BVefpredung ,die mandidifde 
und manicddifdhe Literatur, der ,chriftlice’ Gnoftizismus, die hermetifde Lite- 
ratur’. Der Neupythagoreismus, der Neuplatonismus und die Minds moyftif 
fommen im jiweiten Band zur Sprache, ©. 85. Recht intereffant und lehrreich ift, 
was der Verfaffer als feine Wuffaffung iiber die Entftehung der Gnofis mitteilt. 
Srither dachte man fic) den GnoftiziSmus als ,cdhriftlidhe KNegerei“, S.1, und von 
Diefem GefichtSpuntt aus wurde diefe merfwiirdige Erfcheinung gefdildert. Best 
aber ift e8 flar, dah fich fchon langft vor diefer in ,chriftliden” Kreifen muchernden 
Hirefie etwas Whnlides in heidnifcen Vol*sfchidjten fand. Wahrend Harnad 
nod) die Gnofis al8 ,afute Hellenifierung de8 Chriftentums” bezeichnete, S. 2, fieht 
man jet nach weiterer Forfdung, dak e8 fic) hier um Anfchauungen handelt, 
die »mit den GefichtSpuntten der innergriedhifden Dentfgefdhicdte nist mehr gu 
faffen” find, S.3. Wuch auf femitifchem, perfifcem, ja tiirfifdem und chinefifdem 
Boden twwuchfen diefe Pflanzen. Der Verfaffer fagt S.74: Bn den Yabhrhun- 
Derten um die Beitenwende ertouds in den Gebieten Hftlid) deS Mittelmeers bis 
tief nad) Ufien hinein ein neues Weltgefiiht — foviel wir fehen, in fpontaner 
Gleichzeitigteit auf weitem Raume —, mit ungeheurer Macht und aller Vertwor- 
tenheit deS Anfanges hervorbredend und naturgemifR nad eigenem Wusdrud 
tingend.” Die Tatfache, dak die Urtunden diefer Bewegung uns hauptficlic in 
griehijfher Sprache erhalten find, berechtigt nidt gu dem Slug, dab wir e8 hier 
mit einem Ergeugnis de8 griedhifden Geiftes gu tun haben. C8 war die griechifche 





474 Book Review — Literatur 


Sprache mit ihrer reid) auSgebildeten Terminologie vorhanden, und diefe bot 
fic) al8 treffliceS Medium fiir die neuen Bdeen dar. itber die Quelle, woraus 
Diefe Bdeen entfprangen, haben wir nach deS VerfajferS Meinung feine jzuver- 
laffigen Nachridten. Bhm ift bet feinem Forfden einS immer deutlicder ge- 
worden, ,dah die gange Bewegung vom Often her vordringt, dak allgemein von 
einer Orientalifierung der Damaligen Welt gu fprecen ift und dak alle WAnzeichen 
nad) BVorderafien weijfen”, S.75. Auch glaubt er nidt, dak man den etiwa um 
das Jahr eins herrfdhenden Syntretismus als Mutter der Gnofis anfehen tinne; 
er meint, fie fet wohl mit oder unter Dem Syntretismus, aber nicht aus ihm ent- 
ftanden, S. 77. 

Die Grundftimmung der Gnofis wird einem recht deutlich, wie unfer BVer- 
faffer fagt, wenn man fie neben die de8 alten Griechentums halt. ,Das Griecen- 
tum tar ein grandiojer Wusdrud der Weltheimifdfeit gewefen, und alles in feiner 
sUheorie® diente deren Sicherung, dem feften Cinbau deS Dajfeins in die gegen: 
ftindlide Wnfchauungs- und Werfwelt”, S.141. Mit dem Gnoftizismus nun 
bricht eine ganz andere Stimmung herbor: ,ungeheure Dafeinsunficerheit, Welt- 
angft de8 Menfcen, Wngft vor der Welt und vor fich felbft", S. 143. Nad einem 
widtigen, griindlic) orientierendDen Rapitel iiber den gegentvartigen Stand der 
Gorjdhung auf diefem Gebiet werden die Haupthegriffe und Lehren, die fich in den 
Qnoftijhen Schriften finden, befproden, und dann erft, von Seite 255 an, wird 
dem Lefer vorgefiihrt, was in den gewihnliden Schulbiichern da8 eingige itber 
die Gnofis Mitgeteilte ift, eine Darlegung der ,durdgefiihrten Syfteme gnoftifder 
Mythologie und Spefulation” (ib.). Hier werden dann nit nur die langft be- 
fannten gnoftijden Syfteme, wie das deS Valentinus, befproden, fondern aud 
gang befonders die auf Grund neuer Funde jekt genauer erforfdhten mandédifden 
und manicddifdhen Jdeen. Wus den erhaltenen gnoftifdhen Schriften wird in aus- 
gedehnter Weife zitiert. 

Obwobhl der Verfaffer e$ ablehnt, das Neue Teftament mit in den Bereich 
feiner Unterfuchung hineinguziehen, redet er doch hier und da bon dem Ver: 
haltnis der neuteftamentliden Schriften zur Gnofis. Er weift auf einen grofen 
Gegenfak zwifchen Gnoftizismus und chriftlider Theologie hin, wenn er GS. 155 
fagt, bei der Kirche habe fich Das Jntereffe gefunden ,an einer (von den Gnoftifern 
beftrittenen) Jdentitdt des biblifden Gottes mit dem Vater JEfu Chrifti, das 
heipt, de8 Gottes der Schipfung mit dem der Erlijung, deS GefekeS mit dem 
der Gnade, de$ haftbarmadenden mit dem freifpredenden, furz, deS Gottes, der 
allmadtig die Welt lenft und das weltlide Dafein der Menfcen pofitiv durd 
Gejfes regelt, dem fie mit ihrem Tun verantwortlid find, und deffen, der aus 
der Welt erlift. Hier ging e& gegen die Gnoftifer um den gangen fittlicden Gehalt 
der biblifden Religion und damit implizite um das Fortheftehen der paulinifden 
Spannung von Gefek und Gnade in der Kirche”. Fiir folche lichtvolle Darlegung 
eineS grofen Unterfdiedes gwifdhen Chriftentum und Gnoftizismus find wir 
dDanfbar. WAndererfeits begegnen un$ jedocd) auch WuSfpriice, die den Cindrud er- 
weden, alS fehe der Verfaffer diefe beiden Religionen al8 auf ein und demfelben 
Baum gewadhfene Biweige an, S. 80 ff. Cr felber weik von Problemen, die mit 
feinem Thema verbunden find, die ,der Sorge um die Originalitat und Cingigteit 
deS Chriftentums entfpringen”, S.81. Wenn er nur fagen will, dah in begug 
auf Nedewendungen, Wusdriice und von den beiderfeitigen Sehreibern bei den 
Lefern vorauSgefegte Unfdhauungen fic) Whnlicfeiten gwifden diefen nebeneinander 
beftehenden Gebieten finden, fo hatte er das fcharfer darlegen follen. Seine UWus- 
fiibrungen itber diefen Puntt haben uns nicht befriedigt. W. Arndt 
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The Seventh Angel. By Berry Stewart Crebs, A.M., M.D. Wm. B. Eerd- 
mans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 193 pages, 544x734. 
Price, $1.50. 

By the simple method of arbitrarily, on the basis of analogies more 
or less far fetched, identifying personages and events in church and 
secular history with the symbols of the Book of Revelation, this com- 
mentary unfolds the mysteries of the future yet to come in terms of the 
millennium. By the familiar device of making days stand for years and 
assuming the literal sense of the numbers thus arrived at, the history 
of the Church is divided up, and identifications of places, persons, and 
events are made. The “little book” which the seer is given to eat is 
the Koran. (P.76.) Christ is said to have preached for 1,260 days; there- 
fore the Gentiles will rule Jerusalem for 1,260 years. Mohammed subdued 
Arabia in 662 A.D. If to this we add 1,260, we obtain 1922, when Great 
Britain was given the mandate over Palestine. (P.80.) Moses and Elijah 
will appear, will die, and ascend to heaven, and then an earthquake will 
destroy a tenth part of the city of Jerusalem and seven thousand people. 
(P.85.) The division of the “great city” into three parts (Rev.16:19) is 
a reference to the division of Rome in 1929, since when it is shared by 
three rulers, king, dictator, and Pope, this is called “unmistakably the ful- 
filment of this prophecy.” (P.142.) The date of Israel’s restoration to 
glory is set as 2370 A.D. There must be something wrong in a formula 
that permits identification of the founding of a Turkish kingdom at Aleppo 
in 1079 and the assumption of Roman sovereignty by Pope Nicholas V in 
1453. Fundamentally it is a literalism of interpretation and the millen- 
nialist scheme that play havoc with exegesis in this interpretation of the 
Apocalypse. Tu. GRAEBNER 


Miraculous Healing. By Henry W.Frost. Fleming H. Revell Co., New 
York. 175 pages, 544x714. Price, $1.00. 

This book from the pen of the well-known Fundamentalist author is 
instructive in more than one respect. In the first place, it offers valuable 
material to the pastor whose congregation is disturbed by divine healers. 
On the other hand, the book furnishes ample proof that the “different 
spirit” of the Reformed Church, particularly the dispensationalism to 
which so many of the Fundamentalists have fallen victim, vitiates their 
arguments even when they are defending the truth, and therefore impairs 
the serviceableness of many of their books. In his exposition of Jas. 5: 
14-20, which, as he puts it correctly, “all writers upon the subject of 
miraculous healing regard as basic and pivotal,” he calls attention to 
many important, valuable points which the healers overlook. Yet he 
weakens his whole line of argument by his dispensationalism. James, he 
informs us, wrote in a period of transition from the Law period to the 
Church period, and therefore his instructions “concerning healing were 
intended particularly for the Church in a condition of a large Jewish 
membership and at a time when it was emerging from Judaism and was 
spiritually undeveloped; and hence that they are not so much intended 
for the Church in its present Gentile condition and spiritual maturity.” 
(P. 88.) “When the time comes for a new offering of the kingdom to 
Israel, miracle-working will be renewed, Rev. 11:3-6; and when the king- 
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dom has been established, all of the prophetic promises concerning 
miracles, including healing, good health, and long life,” will be fulfilled. 
(P.128.) His insistence that the Bible is the sole authority in religion, 
not man’s reason or opinions, loses much of its force, when, e.g., in the 
face of such passages as Job 19:25; Ps.17:15 and others, he writes: “It is 
not strange that the Old Testament saints desired long life and a good 
old age, for they had no heaven and Christ, as we have, to go to at 
death (Ps. 88:3-6,10-12).” As to the Scripture-passage adduced by him, 
does not a Christian use similar language to this day? And did not Christ 
speak of a night coming when no man can work, John 9:4? On page 74 
the author makes the statement that Christ bore the burden oi our sins 
not in His life but in His death on the tree, that is, on the cross. The 
Scripture-passages quoted by him, Is. 53:3-5; 1 Pet. 2:24, do not deny 
Christ’s bearing our sins during His life, and John 1:29, to mention only 
one passage, distinctly teaches that He did. 

We are sorry that these faults prohibit an unqualified recommenda- 
tion of a book otherwise serving its purpose so well. The author’s style 
is clear, his language simple, and he has the faculty of keeping his 
readers interested. He presents a great number of arguments against 
the dangerous doctrine of divine or miraculous healing, faith cures, etc. 
In his exposition of Jas.5 he calls attention to the fact that this alleged 
stronghold of divine healers does not as much as mention women and 
that it does not speak of all Christians but of “a formally elected and 
officially designated ecclesiastical body,” the elders, that it speaks of heal- 
ing in response to believing prayer, that not a word is said against the 
use of medicine, etc. He quotes quite profusely from two books written 
by two Americans whose names are very closely connected with the 
doctrine of healing apart from physical means, analyzes their statements, 
shows up their unscriptural and illogical argumentation and their in- 
consistency in neither sending for the elders of the church nor being 
anointed in their last sickness. He devotes an entire chapter to the 
arguments of defenders of divine healing and their refutation. In short, 
there is such a mass of useful and practical material offered in this 
book that our pastors, who are able to distinguish wheat from chaff, 
will be profited by its perusal. Tu. LAETSCH 


Science and Truth. By L. Allen Higley, Ph.D., D.Sc. Fleming H. Revell 
Company, New York. 287 pages, 534x8%4. Price, $2.00. 


The purpose of this book is to show that natural science, when it 
limits itself to the study of phenomena, will not prove at variance with 
Christian belief. The author applies this proposition to a survey of 
scientific theories which contradict the Biblical account of creation. He 
rejects the entire scheme of evolution and of the materialistic attitude 
which demands only matter, energy, and infinite time in order to account 
for the visible creation. Professor Higley denies that the days of creation 
stand for ages or periods. His chapter on this subject is altogether 
conclusive and agrees with what we have always maintained, namely, 
that the days of the Genesis account are natural days, days in the or- 
dinary sense of the word. However, the same laws of hermeneutics which 
he applies in this chapter are ignored by him in the lengthly discussion 
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by which he seeks to account for the phenomena of stratification, moun- 
tain-making, erosion, and fossilization on the basis of an assumed cata- 
clysm in the (assumed) period of time which preceded the first day. 
He assumes that the second verse of Genesis covers a great cataclysmic 
judgment. This judgment was coincidental with the “final judgment for 
fallen angels.” The long ages required for mountain formation and 
erosion on this theory are accounted for by the “time of grace” which 
had been given the fallen angels. “Since we know that God has great 
patience, we conclude that this time was a very long period.” (P. 77.) 
In this way Higley obtains the long ages which he requires for the 
changes recorded in the earth’s surface. The reviewer has been in cor- 
respondence these many years with Professor Higley as member of the 
Religion and Science Association but has never been so fully persuaded 
that the scheme submitted by him and his coworkers is incompatible 
both with science and with the Scriptures as when reading the details 
of the argument in this volume. The author’s imagination is given free 
reign in discussing the events of the six days of creation and in the 
interpretation of the fall of man and events leading up to it. There are 
frequent references to the millennium, by which further violence is done 
to the Scriptural text. Tu. GRAEBNER 


The White House and the Vatican. A Reply to a Roman Archbishop. 
By Dr. Theodore Graebner. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, 
Mo. Price, 5 cts.; dozen, 25 cts.; hundred, $1.25, postpaid. 


This is a reprint of the article in the Lutheran Witness in which 
the editor, Dr. Graebner, discussed the Cleveland Archbishop Joseph 
Schrembs’s speech held in his own city on January 29. The Catholic 
dignitary was highly incensed, as were most Catholics, at Protestant 
protests against President Roosevelt’s sending Mr. Myron C. Taylor as his 
personal envoy to the Vatican. The archbishop had ventured out on the 
very thin ice of quoting a papal encyclical in defense of separation of 
Church and State; and the article shows that he has fallen into very cold 
water. There are not many papal bulls which prove more conclusively 
that the very opposite is true, that the Papacy has ever stood, and now 
stands, against separation of Church and State, than the bull Immortale 
Dei of Leo XIII; but the archbishop cited only isolated phrases, which, 
taken from their context, seem to state the Protestant view, deliberately 
omitting sections which turn the Pope’s statements into the very op- 
posite. The Jesuits used to call that mental reservation; a court, we 
venture to say, would have a much shorter and uglier designation for 
such an argument.— That the Romans are opposed to this treasured 
possession of ours, the total separation of Church and State, we all know; 
nor, sad to say, is this method of arguing rare among them. The sig- 
nificant point in this instance, which the author of this article accord- 
ingly emphasizes, is this statement of the archbishop: “Mind you, this [re- 
ferring to the papal encyclical] is the authentic teaching of the Catholic 
Church, the official teaching of its infallible head,” which “carries with 
it most absolute and final authority.” Usually, when we do some quoting 
from papal bulls, American Catholics meet us with a pitying smile and 
the answer, “This is the twentieth century, and this is America”; we 
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are to blush for shame that we still harbor the suspicion that those old 
documents stand unchanged here and now! Well, here is an official 
acknowledgment that these bulls are binding on American Catholics now! 
And that’s all we want to know! — Now let’s tell others about it by 
spreading this leaflet! Bishop Schrembs’s speech was read by hundreds 
of thousands; did you see any newspaper featuring this exposure of 
Roman duplicity? No; neither will you! And yet the people of this 
land should be told again, as they have been told before, eternal vigilance 
being the price of liberty. Since the appearance of this article another 
incident has occurred which points the need of such enlightening of our 
people. President Roosevelt was reported as having said it would be in- 
advisable to nominate Postmaster-General James A. Farley (who is a 
Catholic) for Vice-President and running mate for Cordell Hull because 
such a nomination would stir up religious prejudice and lead some per- 
sons to say, “We are using Hull as a stalking-horse for the Pope.” After 
two weeks the President denied that he had made such a statement; but 
the “damage” had been done. Thereupon a great cry from Catholics 
that religious bigotry is not dead yet; much citing of the “religious test” 
clause of the Constitution. Said the Jesuit America: “Gossip such as 
that from which this story was concocted can be deadly. This story, 
however, is not dead. It will keep going the rounds.” Other papers are 
even more emphatic. A most amiable characteristic of Americans is this, 
that they delight to stand up for the “under dog”; and Romanists can 
play any role perfectly, even that of under dog, when it is expedient. — 
Let us give wide circulation to publications like this to convince as 
many of our people as possible that opposition to Catholics in any high 


public office in the land is not religious prejudice or bigotry but a logical 
deduction from the official utterances of the infallible head of all Catho- 
lics, who claims to be the world’s supreme potentate, superior to any 
and every government. Teo. Hover 


Associated Lutheran Charities. Thirty-eighth Annual Convention. 122 
pages, 6x9. 

This annual report contains, besides a synopsis of the preceedings 
and a number of addresses and essays delivered in the general sessions, 
the following papers read before group meetings and institutes: “The 
Lutheran Ministry and Christian Social Work,” by Rev. Virtus Gloe; 
“The Missionary as Student,” by Prof. A. Rehwinkel; “The Art of Inter- 
viewing the Sick,” by Rev. A.E. Frey; “The Responsibility of the Prison 
Chaplain toward the Family of the Prisoner,” by Rev.H.F. Wind; “The 
Lutheran Woman as a Volunteer Worker in the Field of Missions and 
Charity,” by Rev. Enno Duemling; “Children’s Institutions” (summary 
of institute), by Elvira Gullixon; “Intake Problems in a Children’s 
Agency,” by Anita F. Pleuss; “Individualizing the Child in an Institution,” 
by Hilda Heidenreich; “Emotional Factors in Child Placement,” by Paul 
W. Jacobs; “Hospitals and the National Health Program,” by Dr. Albert 
Seidel; “Problems of a Hospital Credit Manager,” by E. A. Lohman; 
“Personality Problems in a Home for the Aged,” by Theo. Katenkamp; 
“Old-age Assistance and Its Implications for Our Homes for the Aged,” 
by Rev. L. F. Brandes. 
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While the reviewer has not read all the papers, he has found so much 
valuable information in this report that he sincerely recommends the 
purchase of the book as a good investment for pastors and laymen, par- 
ticularly for all engaged or interested in similar work. Tu. Lartscu 


Handreidhung fiir den firdhliden Unterridt. Neuteftamentliche Stoffe. 1. Teil: 
,Gottes Sohn ift fommen!” Matth. 1 und 2 und Luf. 1 und 2. Bon Adolf 
Ebeling. Calwer VereinShudhandlung, Stuttgart. 102 Seiten 544x8%,. 
Preis: Kartoniert, RM. 2.50; bei Subffription auf die 2. Reihe RM. 2.20. 

Gine der fchwerften Wufgaben deS Lehrers in der Schule fotwoh!l wie im Ron- 
firmandenunterridht ift diefe, in Iebendiger und anfdaulicher Weife gu unterridten. 

Selbjtverftindlid ift er darum immer auf der Suche nach Methoden, Entwiirfen 

und DarftellungSweifen, die er in feiner Arbeit vertwwenden oder fiir feine Bwede 

gurechtlegen fann. Jn diefem Buch findet fic) reidlid) Material; denn der Ver- 
faffer bietet nicht nur bet jedem Wbfchitt die theologifde Grundlegung, fondern 
auc) die methodifdhe Befinnung und einen oder mehrere Unterrictsentwiirfe 

(lesson plans). Wenn jeder Lehrer und jeder Paftor feine Entwiirfe und die 

fih daran anjdlieBenden Ratedhefen mit derfelben Sorgfalt auSarbeitet, twie 

Ebeling e8 hier an die Hand gibt, dann wird fic) der Unterricht jedenfalls frucht- 

bringend geftalten. fg. E. Krekmann 


The Supreme Test. Twelve Sermons compiled by Alfred L. Murray. 
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 169 pages, 
5144x8. Price, $1.00. 

Most of the “sermons” offered in this volume are addresses or relig- 
ious essays in topical form. Only two are exegetical, although not in the 
sense of the expository sermons which are characteristic of the best Lu- 
theran preaching. One of the sermonic essays, on Ps. 23, is by the Lu- 
theran pastor Theodore Walz of Cincinnati, O. The addresses are funda- 
mentalist in character, and some parts of them are challenging, but there 
is too little of the atonement through the blood of Christ in the book and 
too much moralizing. In the first address the denial of Peter is twice as- 
sociated with the judgment hall of Pilate, instead of the ecclesiastical 
court. (Pp.15,22.) On page 101 the statement is made: “It would be 
quite impossible to construct from the Book of Acts any finished or 
scientific theological formulae. Indeed, it is more than possible that 
we have marred the truth by putting on the swaddling-garments of our 
own conceptions of God’s plans and purposes when the great Infinite 
Truth itself defies all boundaries and actually submits to no bonds which 
language could impose.” Needless to say, this statement is untenable. 
But one interested in modern tendencies of preaching may read this 
book with profit. P. E. KreETZMANN 


Uzililos, die Zauberin. Ein Bild aus dem Leben der heidnischen Zulu. 
Von W. von Fintel, Missionar. Hermannsburg, Verlag der Mis- 
sionshandlung. 84 pages, 5x74. Price, 80 Pf. 

We cordially recommend this interesting mission narrative sent to 
us for review. Its purpose is twofold. In the first place, it graphically 
relates the life story of a Zulu woman, from her marriage to her death 
in old age, picturing vividly the strange tribal customs to which women 
in pagan Zululand are subject. Here the reader learns how women in 
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heathen South Africa live, think, plan, and hope, and what difficulties 
confront them as they listen to the Christian missionary who brings them 
the saving Gospel of Christ. In the second place, the story strikingly 
shows the infernal power which witchcraft exercises among pagan tribes, 
When Uzililos becomes a witch, conversion to Christianity seems out of 
the question; yet she dies with the words on her lips: “Gott ist die 
Liebe, er liebt auch mich.” The writer, a missionary in the service of 
the Hermannsburg Mission Society, spent more than thirty years among 
the Zulus, and what he relates is based on personal observation and ex- 
perience. Rev. W. Wickert, the mission director of the African field, in- 
duced him to write the story. The scene of the narrative is Empangweni, 
in Natal, South Africa. In view of the fact that we have a foreign mis- 
sion in Nigeria, in Central Africa, stories like Uzililos, die Zauberin 
make timely reading since they depict the hopelessness and dreadfulness 
of pagan idolatry and so urge us to carry out the great missionary com- 
mand of our Lord with greater zeal. JoHN THEODORE MUELLER 
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